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INTRODUCTION. 


The Introduction to a book like the Taati’a-Vattika is expected to 
contain (i) an account of the Author and (2) a brief account of the 
contents of the work. As regards (1), I have secured a contribution 
from my esteemed friend, Pandit Gopinath Kaviraj of the iSanskrit 
College, Benares, which is given below. As regards (2), I have nothing 
very much to add to what 1 have already said in my work on the 
Prabhakara School of Purva Mimansa. I have however come across 
certain criticisms upon this latter work, and I shall take the oppor- 
tunity^ afforded by this Introduction to state how far, if at all, I am 
prepared to modify my earlier opinions in the light of the said 
criticisms. 

Pandit Pashupatinath Shastri has just brought out his book on 
the ' Introduction to Purva Mimansa.’ On page iO of this book the 
learned writer demurs to my view that Kumarila has denied the 
creation of the world by God. He admits that “Kumarila has said 
that God does neither superintend nor is the cause of this creation, and 
that the creation or dissolution of the world is impossible.” This is 
enough for my purposes ; what was the motive that led Kumarila to 
deny all this belongs to a sphere of psychological research which is 
beyond the purview of my somewhat dull intellect. 

As regards Prabhakara’ s view, Pandit Pashupatinath Shastri says : 
“ If we accept this view (that the Upanisads are Arthavada) the 

Vedanta darshana will be lost to the Prabhakaras The loss of 

such a system is not a trifling matter If it be admitted that one 

text is not Arthavada, It can be no longer said that other texts of the 
same class are mere Arthavada.” 

One is surprised at finding such an opinion coming from a pro- 
fessed student of Purva Mimansa, which teems with Adhikaranas 
among which, while some passages are regarded as Arthavada, others 
“ of the same class ” are not regarded as such. .. 

The writer admits here also that '' the Prabhakaras have denied 
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the creation of the world ; but here, as before, he proceeds to examine 
the motive imderlying the denial. 

In an important matter like this, writers like Kumarila and 
Prabhakara, having made a categorical denial^ would certainly have sup-* 
plemented it by an equally categorical affirmation of creation by (Jod ii: 
they had held it to be true ; and they would not have left their motive 
to be unravelled by a writer appearing more than LOGO years later. 

We know that Kumarila and Prabhakara were firm believers in 
tlie soul and therefore they have both devoted a section of their works 
to that subject. If they had been equally firm in their belief in a 
ereator-God, they would certainly have devoted an important section 
of their work to that important subject also. This they have not done : 
and their negative view also with regard to the existence of a creator 
the,v have brought in only as a side issue. The learned Shastri is at 
pains to show that these two writers are not atheistic, Na.stika. T may 
be permitted to point out that there is a confusion of thought on this 
question. In the domain of Sanskrit philosophical literature, the wmrd 
' Hasbika ’ is not generally synonymous with ‘ Atheist.’ In fact the com- 
mon definition of the Nastika that we meet with is that he is one who 
decries, i,e,, does not believe in, the authorit}^ of the Vedas ; — or in 
more philosophical works, as one who does not believe in the existence 
of a soul or a world other than the physical. If we take the word 
‘Nastika’ in these connotations, certainly neither Kumarila nor 
Prabhakara is a Nastika, because both of them uphold the authority of 
the Vedas and believe in the existence of soul and of the other world 
This disposes of the reference to the Nyayaratnavall, which has de- 
clared the Bhatta and the Prabhakara systems to be Asiiha. 

In Chapter II, the writer, towards the end, has drawn a distinction 
between words conveying their meanings and giving rise to valid cog- 
nitions. But in this he has apparently missed the whole point of the 
theory that every cognition is self-sufficient in its validity. If the 
word conveys a meaning, that is, if it brings about a cognition, that 
cognition must be valid per se, and for the sake of that validity there 
need be no dependence upon anything else ; so that :if according to the 
author a word has to be dependent, for the sake of validity, upon other 
W'ords, it comes to the same thing as to say that it does not convey 
any meaning at all. 
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Ay regards the cognition the soul, if the cognisor is Alimipra- 
iyaijaganim. it means that he is •' the object of the notion of 7’ ; and I 
would certainly accept the verdict of the vShastradipika rather than 
that of its very modem CO mmentaiw^ 

What we have said above is applicable to the whole of Chapter III. 
which deals with the question of God specifieall}^ the whole of which, 
if one may be permitted to say so, appears to have been the outcome 
of the extremely righteous temperament of the writer, which does not 
him to be reconciled to the view that such eminent writers as 
Kumarila and Prabhakara could deny the creatorship of C4od. 

Further, we liave understood Kumarila’s position to be that a 
knowledge and recognition of the soul is essential for the purpose of 
the performance of one's duties, and in that sense it is essential in a 
way to final liberation. But it is not the direct cause of liberation, as 
has been held by other philosophers. Knowledge is certainly neces- 
sary ; but only as an accessory. It is in this sense also that knowledge 
of the soul is subservient to Karma. The writer admits that know- 
ledge alone is not enough to destroy all Karmas and hence lead to 
liberation. That is exact! v the view that 1 hold as Kiimafila’s n.nir? 


IV 
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to whose kindness and loving care 1 owe wliafc I am. lia\e. aiid am 
going to be in the world. 

The work has taken long to be completed. This has been due to 
causes over which no one seems to have had control. 


The University, Allahabad, 
April 11th, 1924. 


GANGANATHA JHA. 





THE TANTRA^ V ARTIK A AND ITS AUTHOR 
(By pandit GOPINATH KAVIRAJ). 

The following pages embod}’- a translation, made for the first time 
into English or for that matter into any language, of the famous 
Mimaosa treatise, Tantra-Vartika, by the great Eumariia Bhatta. 
The translation commenced in 1896, and after a laborious and 
sustained work carried on through over 25 years has now come to a 
..'■close. 

The Tantra-Vartika, together with Cloka-Vartika and Tuptika, 
represents a complete explanation by Kumarila of the Texts of 
(Jabara s Bliasya. The Qloka-Vartika, wdiich is in verse and deals ^vith 
the Tarkapada of the first Chapter of Jamini Sutra, was translated 
long ago by the translator of the present volume: and the translation 
appeared in the same series (Bib. Ind.). The Tantra-Vartika deals 
with the rest of the 1st Chapter and with Chapters II-III. The 
Tuptika treats of the remaining chapters. 

The Tantra-Vartika is a very elaborate work and requires close 
study. Even in ancient times it was not always or everywhere that a 
master of these Vartikas could be found. Not to speak of Mimansa, 
in which the place of this Vartika is unique, even the other systems of 
Indian Philosophy cannot boast of several works of equal merit. The 
translation of a book like this, so full of technicalities and the minutse 
of ritualistic details many of which are not easily intelligible, involves 
immense difficulty. It is hoped therefore that the publication of this 
translation, as coming from the pen of an encyclopsedic scholar who is 
not only a master of all the schools of Indian Philosophy and of 
Sahitya and Dharmasastra, but is the highest living authority in all 
matters connected with Mimamsa, will make more widely accessible a 
work which for its abstruseness has hitherto remained a sealed book to 
many. For it is an undeniable fact that even the so-called specialists 
in Mimansa hardly care, or are patient enough, to trudge through the 
pages of such a stupendous work. ■ ‘ — 
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The time does not seem to have yet arrived when we can correctly 
assign to Komarila his proper place in the 
^^iB^i^n^Thooght ^ history of contemporary Indian thought. 

Blit it is certain that he was, like bis successor 
Caiikaracbarya, the foremost protagonist of Vedic revival. The early 
Hindu revival which took place in the day of the Cuhgas and Kanvas 
was characterised by an eager desire to re'establish the glory of the 
Vedie rituals. As it was Karma-Kanda against which the early 
Buddhism carried on its crusade, it was the same which raised its head 
when the dominant hand of the last great Maurva Emperor was laid 
low in death. The performance of Acvamedha \vas onl^^ a syinbolical 
event. The same thing recurred under the Guptas, after Biiddliism 
had once more emerged in the days Kaniska and his immediate succes- 
sors. But there was this difference, viz. that though Hinduism re- 
appeared in a new form. Buddhism was not still on its way to decline. 
Far from it. The Gupta and Harsha periods form really, from the 
strictly intelleetual standpoint, the most briilUant epoch in the develop- 
ment of Indian Philosophy. The two religions nourished side by side. 
The accounts of Fa Hien. Hiouen Tsang and Itsing furnish no evidence 
of mutual animosity or bitterness or struggle of one pe/rty to gain., 
ascendance over the other. But the most remarkable feature of the 
age was that, apart from Gaiva, Vaisnava and Tantrika renaissance, of 
which no reasonable doubt exists, there appeared a re-avrakening of. 
interest in the complexity of Vedic ritualism. The composition of a 
work like the Tantra-Vartika would be an anomaly — nay, an absurdity 
— in an age in which, by reason of absence of ritualistic practices, the 
technical details so elaborately set forth in the work would lose their 
slgniSeance. 

• It is interesting to observe that this is exactly the period when 
Buddhism began to decline. And it is generally believed that Kiima- 
rila, the protagonist of Vedic ritualism, was one of the most potent 
forces actively employed in bringing about this decline. 

There were^ many ■'internal causes which led to the disintegration 

T/- -*1 ^ Buddhist Church. The corruption of the 

Kumanla and Buddhism. ^ 

Church was one such factor. The abuse of 

Tan trio practices .ended in moral degeneration: and there was an 

absolute lack of any element of check or restraint upon the free play 
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of the ])a:ssio?is. Ail this tended to the overthrow of the dignity of 
Buddhism. The story of persecution is however exaggerated. Even 
assuming tiiat the Buddhists were persecuted by Mihir Gala and the 
Hiinas in Kashmir, by Cagahka Narendra, and by others, these are 
hardly worth mention, being so few and far between. The belief that 
llumarila instigated Sudhanvan to root out Buddhism at the point of 
the sword is not historically correct,^ though Kumarila’s tirades against 
the Buddhists are numerous, and in many cases they are well founded. 
In the (ahkara Digvijaya of Madhava (7. 90) Kumariia is reported to 
have said that the Buddhist teachers with their own following used to 
propitiate kings and through them to persuade people to accept 
Buddhism and discard Vedic faith. This sort of invidious procedure 
was certainly such as was likely to bring down contempt upon its 
followers, and it actually set aflame an independent spirit like that of 
Kumariia with righteous indignation. The statement of the Digvijaya 
(7. 90) is nob unworthy of credence, for we know that Buddhism had 
always been a religion of royal patronage. It had no stamina to grow 
from within under its own auspices. Asoka, Kaniska and others 
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studied the Tantra-Vartika and the Qloka-Vartika; it will be evident 
that Kumarila was vevy fully acquainted with the ¥arious Buddhist 
systems. . ' 

There is a tradition recorded in Tibetan works, e.g. Chos-byun by 

Taranatha and Dpag-bsam-lion-bzan (ed. by 
Kumarila^s Conversion. -i v j j. 

Sarat Chandra Das), that there was a contro- 
versy between Kumarila Bhatta and the Buddhist philosopher Dhanna - 
kirti. It is said that Dharmakirti, desiring acquaintance with the 
secrets of the Hindu Philosophy and hearing that Kumarila Bhatta was 
the greatest exponent of the Tirthika system, disguised himself as a 
slave and entered into Kumarila's service. Satisfied with his work 
Kumarila expounded to him the secret doctrines. Thereupon Dliarma- 
kirti left off his employment and invited all Brahmanio philosophers to 
an open oontroversy with him. It is said that the debate lasted several 
months, and that many Brahmans who were defeated were converted 
to Buddhism. Kumarila, with a large following, then entered the lists. 
It was arranged that whoever was defeated should adopt the doctrines 
of the winner. The debate took place and Kumarila with his followers 
was defeated and converted to Buddhism.* 

In the Cankara Digvijaya of Madhava we find however a different 
account. Reading the two accounts together we feel convinced that 
Dharmakirti in disguise studied with Kumarila who gave out his 
secrets to him in confidence. But Kumarila was not then as fully 
conversant with Buddhist Philosophy as Dharmakiriti had become 
with Hinduism, and the result was that Kumarila was defeated in 
debate. This defeat of Kumarila is recorded in the Tibetan tradition 
and is supported by the evidence of Madhava : 

Kumarila confesses here plainly that being ignorant of the secrets of 
the Buddhist Thought he was not able to defeat his Buddhist oppo- 
nents in debate. Tradition also has it that Kumarila, by birth a 


I S. 0. Vidyabhusana, “ History of Indian Logic” (1923), pp. 304-5. 
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Brahmana, had been a Buddhist monk but that he abjured if and 
adopted Hinduism (Eliot, Hinduism and Buddhism, II, pp. HO, 207). 

It is said that Kuinarila wept once on hearing the Veda refuted. 
I he Buddhists suspected him, seeing the tears. They threw him down 
from the roof of a high building, on which Kumarila exclaimed ; '■ IF 
Gratis are authoritatiTC then I shall live.” For the hesitant expre, 3 sion 
(viz. ii ) and for hearing the Ciistras in disguise (sn^sr). one eye of 
Kumarila was destrojmd. Kumarila says that the teacher of a single 
lettCT is to be worshipped as a Guru, while his teacher was omuheient 
) and yet he denied him— an unpardonable fault. 

We owe it to the Qankara Digvijaya that Kumarila committed 
Kurnru'iia’a La.sfc Scone. ^''-^roide by entering the flames in order to 

('W'lrafuaB:) his sins. He says that 
las sins were twofold, viz, (1) that, though he accepted diseipleship 
under a Buddhist teacher he set himself subsequently against him and 
Ills doctrines. This was an unpardonable sin ( 

). (2) The other fault consisted in denial of the Godhead. 
It 13 said that Caiikara, who had already prepared his Bliasyas, 
met Kumarila on his death-bed on the pyre, wdien his body was 
already half-burnt. CJaiikara asked Kumarila to prepare a Vartika on 
his Bhasya and on Kumarila's refusal to comply with his request on 
the ground of there being no time for it, he offered to revive him by 
means of his Supreme Yogic power, if the latter only consented to it. 
But Kumarila did not like the idea. 

it is a well-known fact that both Kumarila and ^ahkara comiirise 

Contrast with gaukara «iemselves the best intellectual fruits of 
re Buddhism. ^.nti-huddhisfc reaction which was already 

set afooC in the Gupta revival of the earlier 
centuries. In this respect both of them occupy a footing of equality. 
But froni^ a careful comparison of the contents of Cankara’s Bhasyas 
and of Kumarila- s Vartikas the conclusion seems irresistible that 
Kumarila s knovvledge of Buddhist Philosophy was more profound and 
more accurate, though Qankara is better known as having been more 
deeply^ influenced by Buddhism. The nickname which was 

applied to Cankara by the Vaisnavas (and by Vijnana Bhiksu) and 
m cei'cam Puranas, was not unfounded. But it seems, as Prof. Yama- 
kami has brilliantly shown in his • Systems of Buddhist Thought ’ that 
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Qanka’ra’s knowledge of Buddhist Philosophy was naturally superficial, 
in as much as he had no access to the secrets of its teachings. 

There are no certain data for determining the birth-place of 


Kumarila’s Native Place. 


Bhat^' Kumar iia. Taranath sra's that he was 
a native of vSouthern India. But it is als{> 


believed that he was a Brahman of Bihar who abjured Buddlusm for 

Hinduism^ The tradition associating Kumarila with Northern India 

receives some support from the statement of Anandagiri in his Sankara 

Vija.ya (Calcutta Edition, p 2:i5) that Kumarila came from the North 

) and perseeiited the Buddhists and Jains in the South. 

We know nothing about Kumarilaks family life. The Tibetan 

works assert that Kumarila was a family man. 
Ktimarila's Familv Lilo. - i f • 

. ■ He was m, possession oi a large number oi nee 

fields, and 500 male and 500 female slaves, and he was liherariy 
pa,tronised by his King. Anandagiri’s statement that Mancluiia was 
Kumarila’s sister's husband ( ) is not probably correct. 
Madhavacharya however observes that Mandana was Kumarila’s 
pupil. ■■ . ■ ■■ ■ ■ 

It is hardly possible to make a definite pronouncement on the 
religious convictions of Kumarila. Whatever 
Kumarila sJRehgioiis the position of Purva Mimansa might have 
been in this respect, Kumarila was very prob- 
ably not an atheist in the ordinary sense of the term. The intro- 
ductory verse of the Sioka-Vartika runs thus : 






This refers evidently to a personal God, viz. Civa. The commentator 
Parthasarathi himself says that this is a stuti addressed to '' Vi 9 ve(,- 
vara Mahadeva ^ ; but the verse lends itself, as the scholiast observes, 


Eliot, Sir Charles, Hinduism and Buddhism, Vo], 11, pp. iiO, 207. 

« The term is vague. It may loosely stand for any part of Northern 

mdia from Kashmir to Magadha and Bengal, though generally the term is used 
for Kashmir and the Punjab, Magadha and Bengal are usually reckoned among 
the eastern countries. 

<?ahkara Vijaya (Bib. Ind. Edn., pp. 236-37). 

i j ,, 

Eliot also records the tradition {Hindu.- 
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to an interpretation, though a strained one, in favour of Sacrifice. 
Kumarila observes that the Mimansa was reduced to the position of 
the lohayata system (by Bhartrmitra and others as Parthasarathi 
iiotes) and he takes the credit of having tried to recover it into the 
Adikapatlia, 

Tnat Kumarila believed in the Unity of Paramatma and in the 
multiplicity of Jivas, and in the essential identity of the two, we gather 
from the exposition of his system in the Sarvasiddhantasahgraha. It 
is plainly stated that Atma is One as well as many ( ) — 

One as the Supreme Self and many as the individual selves ( 

The Supreme Self, which alone is enternal, is 
one and is present in every individual ( ^ ’ 

and ‘ ’ ). This is exactly the Caching of 

\ edanta. And the Qloka-Vartika itself is clear on the point, viz. where 
it is stated that the theory of the Seif is to be studied in detail in the 
Vedanta, ^ thereby implying that in this respect the teachings of the 
two systems are the same. Kumarila’s belief in the Unity of the 
Supreme Self, considered as impersonal, is thus established. As to 
whether he had any faith in a personal God, of which there seems to 
be an indication in the first verse of the Qloka-Vartika, opinion differs. 
But I am inclined to think that he was at heart a believer. Vasudeva 
Diksita in his (VoL I ^ p. 47) also holds the same opinion 

regarding Kumarila s belief in God, But God as creator of the 
Universe he has expressly denied in the ^loka-Vartika. 


Aithough the chronology of Indian History is as a rule the most 

Kumarila’s Date uncertain and vexed section of Indian Studies, 
we are not on such uncertain ground in regard 
to the date of the author of Tantra-Vartika ; but it must be confessed 


ism and Buddhism, VoL II, p. 207) that Kumarila was a worshipper of Siva. This 
need not militate against the popular belief that he was an incarnation of Karfel- 
keya (cf. pahkara’s Sarvasiddhantasahgraha). 

^^’tika, Chowkhamba Sanskrit Series, pp, 727-728. 

=2 The 9^nkara Digvijaya plainly says that Kumarila confessed before his 
death that he had been throughout his life a believer in God. 
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that even liere there are not lacking difficulties and that oor coriciiisioii 
can oni.y be more or less of the nature of approximation. 

The Tibetan Lama TaraNatha, in his History of Indian Buddhisms ' 
speaks of oiir author as Gzhon-un-roi-pa, which literally rendered is 
equivalent to Kumaraiila.’’ There is evidently iio doubt that by 
this name is meant the author of the Mlmansa Vartika. Tara Natha 
describes him as a contemporary of Srong-tsan-Gampo, who ruled in 
Tibet in the 7th Century (627-650) A.D* 

It follows from the tradition referred to above about Kuniariia’s 
conversion that his date synchronises with that of Dharmakirti. We 
know that Dharmakirti was the disciple of Dharmapala. who had been 
the head of the University of Nalanda and the contemporary of 
Bhartrhari, the author of Vakyapadiya. Dharmapala was prior to 635 
A.D. when Hiiien Tsang visited Nalanda. Dharmakirti may therefore 
be assigned to a period after 635 A.D.^ But he became already famous 
before 650 A.D. when Srong-tsan-Gampo died. And this supposition is 
confirmed by the fact that Itsing, who visited India in 671-695 A.D., 
refers to Dharmakirti among scliolars of late years;^ It is even likely 
that during the period when Using was travelling through India 
Dharmakirti was living. 

It is of interest to note that Using does not mention the name of 
Kumarila.^^^^^^ this need not mean that Kumarila lived after Itsing. 
It seems that Using did not care to notice Kumarila simply because 
the latter became a staunch anti-Buddhist. This being so, the silence 
of Itsing does not militate against the contemporaneity of the two 
scholars. 

Bhavabhuti, who calls himself Kumarila’s pupil, lived in the court 

A Cf. Vidyabhusana, loc. ciu Dr. Kern holdB (Manual of Indian Buddhism, 
p. 130) that Dharmakirti lived between the stay of Hiouen Tsaug, who does not 
refer to him, and that of Itsing, who speaks of him as a recent celebrity, i.e. abont 
the last quarter of the 7th Century. 

^ Max Muller (India: what can it teach us, pp. 306, 408) was misled by Siva* 
rSma’s statement in his Commentary on a passage in the Vasavadatta (viz. 
{ to bold that Subandhu referred to Dharmaktrti’s 
work. See Kern, Manual of Indian Buddhism, p. 130, note 11 ; Levi, ‘ La Date 
de Candrogomim ’ in Bulletin de VEcole d'Extreme Orient, 1903, p. 18 ; Gray, Intro 
duetion to Vasavadatta (Columbia University Publication), p. 8; Thomas, Intro- 
duction to his edition of Kavirachanasamuccaya, pp. 47-48. 
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ot ia^ovarma of Kanauj who flourished about 730 AD 4ssnmm<y 
that Bhavabhuti was then a man of advanced age, say 50. and that 
he held his studentship under Rumarila in his early yea;s, it stands to 
reason that Knniarila may have lived into the beginning of the Sth 
Century. Probably he survived Dharmaklrti, with whom his contro- 
versy may be assigned to the end of the 7th Century. Dharmaklrti 
was probably an older contemporary of Rumarila, though he read 
with the latter in disguise, as tradition has it. Rumarila also read 

with a Buddhist teacher later on, but the name of this teacher is not 

■ known. 

The date of Cahkaracharya is still a question of dispute. But it 
is projiable that the tradition regarding the interview of gankara with 
Rumarila is hishni-ically unfounded. The tradition is preserved by 
both Anandagii-i and Madhavachaiya, the former making Prayaea the 
place of interview and the latter Rudrapur in Southern India.' In his 
\artika on gaukara's Upadeea CahasrI, Sure 9 vara speaks of a verse as 
borrowed by Caiikara from Dharmaklrti. Rumarila was a contem- 
porary of Dtmrmakirti and consequently Cahkara must have sueceded 
Rumania. MM. H. P. Shastri is of opinion that Rumarila preceded 
Cahkara by two generations {Introduction to his edition of S'h- 


iiupu oi yaniiara whose intellectual activities on that supposition must ^ 
be assigned to the beginning of the 9th Century, And the date 
of V acha.spati being 898 Sam vat ^ or 841 A.D., it is likely that 

I Both Anandagiri and Msdhava say that Mandana was Kumarila’s primal 
pupil. As to whether he is to be identified with Bhavabhiiti and Bhatta TJmbeka 
It IS hard to say anything correctly in the present stage of our knowledge. See 
Introduction to Mandana’s BhavanaviveJea , Sarasvatl Bhavana Texts, No. 6, 
published from the Government Sanskrit Library, Benares. 

* This inust^ refer to the Samvat Era, tor otherwise the interval between 
Udayana and Vaelias ati becomes practically nil. 
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(^ankara preceded him by two or three generations or say about a 
centur}^. 

Opinion seems to be divided about the chronological relation bet- 
ween Kumarila and Prabhakara. The tradi- 
Kumarila a^d Prabha- tioiial view is what is recorded in the '' Prabha- 
kara School of Purva Miinansa/’ which repre- 
sents Prabhakara as the pupil of Kumarila. This has of course the 
sanction of Sarvasiddaiitasangraha, attributed to the great Cahkar- 
acharya,^ and of Madhava’s Qahkaradigvijaya (7. 77). 

But it has been shown in the ' Prabhakara Mimansa '' that consi- 
derations of style, etc., -would not justify the acceptance of the tradi- 
tional view as historically sound. And the probability is that Prabha- 
kara was older than Kumarila. 

Dr. Keith, who likewise rejects the current \dew in regard to the 
synchronism of the two authors and their mutual relation, assigns 
Prabhakara to 600-650 A.D. This is of course on the assumption that 
(palikanatha was the pupil of Prabhakara and that he. lived before 
Kumarila. I am afraid both these assumptions are erroneous. That 
Calikanatlia is of the same school as Prabhakara is undoubted, but 
there is no proof to show that he was Prabhakara’s direct pupil. 
The statement in Nitipatha, Section 2 of the Prakaranapanchika, 

viz.j ^ 

1! (Benares Edition, p. 13)— 

need not imply immediate succession.^ On the other hand it is very 
likely, as it has been shown in the Introduction to Varadaraja’s Com- 


^ It is difficult to say exactly whether this Qahkara is the same as the famous 
I’ author of the 9^*‘™ka’ Bhasya. That the two were believed to be identical as 
early as the^ time of Madhuaudana Sarasvati (1500-1600 A.D.), whose pupil com- 
mented on the Sarvasiddhantasahgraha, is no real proof of their identity. 

2 By way of illustration we may point out that Kamandaka, who lived about 
300 A.D., calls Kautilya (400 B.C.) his own gum, though there is an interval of 
no less than 700 years between the dates of the two authors. The second chapter 
of Kamandaka’s Nitisara deals with the classification of vidyas after the manner 
of the Vidyammudde^a section in Kautilya's Artha^astra. The fourth view, therein 
summed up, is that of Kautilya himself as set forth in the Arthagastra. Kaman- 
daka says : vIrTT ^ (verse 6, p. 27, Trivandrum Edition). 

The commentator <ps*hkararya notes in the Jayamahgala : 3T^: i 
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nieutary (fJodiiani) on the Nyayakusumafijali,> that Qalikauatha was 
a native of Bengal and belonged to the 10th Centiiry^A.D., and was 
presumably an older contemporary of Udayanacharya. He could not 
therefore have preceded Kumarila, This date of Calika will be quite 
consistent with the fact of his having quoted from Kumarila’s tloka- 
Vartika and referred to Mandana Moira’s Vidhiviveka. But though 
(^'alika is not prior to Kumarila, Prabhakara's date, as given bv Dr. 
Keith, is by no means affected, for Oalika was not the immediate suc- 
cessor of Prabhakara. 

I audit jS. Kuppuswami Shastri has recently contributed an inter- 
esting paper on this vexed question (appearing in the Proceedings of 
the Second Oriental Conference, held at Calcutta, pp. 407-412), in 
which lie na.s sought to defend the traditional view regarding the rela- 
tion of the two Mlmansji scholars. But I am afraid his argument i.s 
not convincing. Vaeliaspati Miha speaks in his Nyajmkanika of an 
ancient school of Prabhakara as distinguished from the modern. 
Vachaspati’.s.time being the middle of the Otli Century A. D., we must 
allow a sufficiently long interval to liave already lapsed before Prabha- 
kara^s immediate followers could have been rightly denominated as 
belonging to ihe Ancient School." 

^ There is evidently no reference to Kumarila in the e.xpre.ssion 
in tlie extract quoted from the Brihatl. This Vartikakara 
must have been a predecessor of Kumarila. There existed at least 
one Vartika on the Miinansa Suteas before the days of Kumarila, and 
there is an explicit reference to this in the following passage in the 
Tantra-Vartika : <TcT ^ i 

Tfw % WTSf (Tantra-Vartika, Benares Edition, p. 606). 


On the age of Kamandaka Pi of. C. Formioi contributed a paper to the 12th 
internatioiiol Oriental Congress at Bomo (=:Alcuni Osservazioni SuiU epoca del 
'Aanaandakiya Nitisriraa Bologna, 1899), wherein he tried to show that Kaman- 
daka was a contemporary of Varahamihira or even earlier For Jacobi’s views, 
'^ee his “ Zur Fruheesehichte der indisehen Phiiosopbie,” p. 742. Dr. Frederick 
ascribed him to a date earlier than 409 A.D. Cf. Sarkar, The Positive Back- 
ground cf Hindu Sociology, p. 8. 

^ Introduction (pp. viMx) to the * KusumanjalibodhanI,’ edited by G. N. 
Ivaviraj {Samsvail Bharana Texts Series, Ho. 4, Benares). 
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There is 110 reason to preclude the supposition that FivibhakaM luu.l 
in view this particular Vartika work or another oi: its kind. 

Kumarila makes a distinction between the iangua<4e of the Ai\yas 
and that of the MIechchhas in the Tantra- 
Kumgiia^s^^nguistic Vartika. iVny language other than that of the 
Aryans was put under the category of Miech- 
chlia. This was quite in keeping with the earlier tradition as preserved 
inManu Samluta, Vatsyayana Bhasya on Nyaya and Patanjali's Maha- 
fobasya. Kumarila observed that Veda could not be read in the pre- 
sence, of the MIechchhas and that the Aryans had no talk with the 
Mlechchlias- (T.::Vart,. pdl56). '' The habitat of the Mlechcbhas was the 
country outside Aryavarta, so that the Deccan was natural] 3^ regarded 
as a Mlechchhade^a. From this point of view even the South Indian 
languages, in fact an ■non-Sanskrit language, would be ranked as, 
Miechchha, and Kumarila expressl3v says so. Elis reference to 

is realty meant for the Tamil language. He mentions the follow- 
ing Tamil words : 

(i) Tamil com (boiled rice). 

. (2) 5?%^= iiadai (path). ' 

(3) = pampu (snake). 

(4) >. a] (person). 

(5) ,, vayiru (belly)*’ 

Eh’om this attitude towards the Dravidian language as Miechchha 
Dr. Burnell inferred that in Kumarila’s time Braluuin civilisation had 
not much penetrated Southern India and there were very few Brahmins 
settled in the. South. This co'ncliLsloii gains some support from Hioueii 
Tsang’s report that the people of Southern India (about 700 A.D.) were 
mostly Nirgrauthas, with a few Buddhists, and there w^ere no Brah- 
mins. Kumarila’s reference to Tamil loosely as is a further 

evidence in favour of general ignorance of the Aryans about the South. 
Whatever this might mean, it is difficulfc to agree with Dr. Burnell in 
his view' of the spread of Brahniinical civilisation in the South. For 
w'e know that Agastya was one of earliest Aryas to have gone to the 

1 All these words are such as end in consonants, and they are converted into 
Sanskrit, according to the genius of the latter, by addition of a vowel to the end. 
Mr. Kane (J.B.B.R.A.S., 1921-22, p, 96, foot-note 3} thinks that the words belong to 
Malay ali language. 
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South. Pile whole of the Ramayana represents the story of Aryan 
nuuiigration into the South in the pre- Buddhistic ages. 

Kumarila then refers to the Parasi, Barbara, Yavana, Raumaka 
Mild other languages. The first and third terms are evidently meant 
for Iranian and Greek. Romaka is usually identified with Roman, i.e., 
Latin. But this is doubtful. Very often in ancient times the word 

^ meant Constantinople, and not Rome, In that case the language 
referred to would be some early form of Turkish. The Barbara lan- 
guage is according to Dr. Burnell either (1) Bod-pa, i.e. Tibetan, or 
(2) Mraiuma, i.e. Burmese. The Sanskrit word is generally traced 
to the Greek Bdhoras (see Pick, Indo-germanisches Worterbuch). In 
the Brihat Samhita (5.42, 14.18) the Barbara people have been assigned 
to the South-West. 

Kumarila knew Lah^bhasa. Wheji he affirms that in no other 
language than the LaUx can be cliaiiged into 

he must be referring to the provincial 
dialect of the Lata country (Guzerat) in Ixis day, and not to any Prakrit 
language as described in the Grammars.'^ And on p, 989 of the Vartika 
Kumarila speaks of the Lata people too. 

He was acquainted with grammatical Prakrits also. He says 
tiiat the sacred writings of the Buddhists and Jains abound in Prakrit 

It is usually believed that the Pali literature went out of general 
use after the Council of Kaniska, and that in the Gupta and post- 
Gupfca periods there were very few people in India who knew its con- 
tents at first hand. It may be of some historical interest to note — and 
it was a credit to Kumarila— that Kumarila apparently read, as late as 
700 A..D., even the original Buddhist works in Pali. The passage in 
the Tantra- Vartika, p. 171,^ represents a well-known Buddhist Theory, 

1 We have such expressions as t But it 

is vague. The word occurs in the Brih. Sam. (16.6). Kern equates it with 

Roman’. Aiberuni says (Vol. I, p, 303) that Roma and Yamakoti are removed 
rrom each other by^ half a circle (according to Hindu Geography). 

2 For it is well-known that in Maharastri and Apabhran^a we can have 

for (see Chanda, 3,7; Hemachandra, 1,79, 2.79.112; etc.). In the Ardha- 
magadhl tou is changed into ^jx^x (according to Nayadam'makaha 

and Nirayavaiiyao). , ..... ^ 





x.viii , tantra-vIbtika. ' ' ' V: ^ 

viz. that all Samskriadharmas, \.e. products, proceed from causes, but 
that their destruction is without am^ cause. The authorities 

are cited by Poussin in J.R.A.S., 1902, p. 371. 

Kumarila is well known for his famous Commentary on the 

Mimansa Bhasya of Cabara Svtoi. Thiscom- 
His Literary Works. .** n . 

mentary consists 01 three parts 

(1) Cloka-Vartika, in 3099 verses of Anustup metre. It extends 

to the first pada ( ) of the first Chapter. 

(2) Tantra-Vartika (in prose). It extends from the second pada 
of Chapter I to the end of Chapter III. 

(3) Tup-tika (in the form of brief notes in prose), extending 
from the 4th Chapter to the end of Chapter XII . 

The Tantra-Chudamani of Krisna Deva observes ^ that Kumarila 
was the author of two more commentaries, known as Brihai-Ukd and 
Madhyama4lkd, on the Qabara Bhasya. It remarks that Tantra- 
Vartika, otherwise called Tantra-Tika, is only a summary of the Brihat- 
tika. It is interesting to note that Somes vara refers to this Brihat 
Commentary. 

Apart from these, which are well-known, it is believed that Kama- 
riia also wrote a Oommentary on Manava Kalpa Sutra. A facsimile 
of this MS. (No. 17 in the Library of His Majesty's Home Government 
of India) was printed in 1867 by Th. Goldstucker. 

On the 9wamahimnastotra there is a Commentary, which records 
the tradition attributing the authorship of the Stotra to Kumarila 
(see Descriptive Catalogue of Government Oriental Library, Mysore, 
No. 11120). This, were it correct, would be consistent with the bene- 
dictory verse in the Qloka-Vartika. But it is likely that the tradition 
is unfounded.*^ 


'W ^ I 

I This is the reading of the Text as published in the Benares 
Sanskrit Series. For different and in some cases better readings of a few words in 
the above extract, see LB. A., 1902, p. 371. 

^ See Hall, 

2 It is written in Somadeva’s Yaaastilahachampu, dated 959 A.D. (Kavya 
Mala, Part 11, p. 256) that Qrahila was its author. See Indian Antiquary, 1917, 
July, p. 164. 
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COMMENTARIES ON TANTRAVARTIKA. 

The following Commentaries are known to exist on the Tantra- 

' vartika 

(1) Nyayasudha (or SarvopaharinI or Ranaka). By Bhatta 

Somesvara, son of Bhatta Madhava, called Trikandi- 
mlmansamandana. (Pub. Chaukhambha S.S., Benares.) 

(2) 1 o-utatUatnatahlaka. By Bhatta Bhavadeva alin-f Bala 

Balabhi Bhujaiiga (Ind. Off. Oat., p. «90). 

(3) Gommentary. By Parthasarathi Misra. This is referred to 

by Krsnadeva in his Tantrachiidamani, but it is not 
known whether it is meant for a distinct commentarv or 
only for the author’s Nyayaratnamala. 

(4) Nyayaparayana. By Gabgadhara Misra. A manuscript of 

this work. Chapter 3, exists in the Govt. Sanskrit Library, 
Benares. 

(5) Gommentary. By Kamalakara Bhatta, son of Ramakrsna 

Bhatta and grandson of Narayana Bhatta. 

(6) Subodhint. By Annam Bhatta, son of Tirumatarya of 

Raghava Somayaji family. This commentary is said to 
have been prepared on the model of Nyayasudha. 

(7) Mitdksard. By Gopala Bhatta. 

(8) A/ii!a (orTautratikanibandhana). By Paritosa Misra. Manu- 

scripts of this exist in the Govt. Oriental MSS. Library. 
Madras. 

Besides the above, there was probably another coiTimeriitary on the 
Tantra vartika by Bhatta Umbeka, as observed by Krsnadeva. The 
author of the Castradipika (2.1.1) refers to Mandana as a commentator 
on the Tantravartika. And there is reason to believe, as Madhav- 
acharya says in the (>xhkara Digvijaya, that Umbeka was only another 
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name of Mandana Mi9ra. As Umbeka is already known to have w ritten 
a commentary on the Qiokavartika, Krsnadeva’s statement about his 
authorship of a commentary on the Tantravartika seems to gain in 
weight. 
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The declaration of the changes of caste by particular deeds must be 
regarded as mere A7*thavada . . , , , * 


XXll 


TANTBA-VARTIKA. 


Sutra (3), (Purvapaksha— conid. ) .. .. .. 11-12 

Such passages as * his face brightens up’ and the like serve no 

useful purpose with regard to Dharma . . . . . . i t 

These cannot be regarded as Injunctions of results . . . . 11 

Sutra (4). (Purvapaksha— cojifd.) .. .. .. 12-13 

Admitting the aforesaid sentences to be Injunctions of results, they 
are open to other objections .. .. .. 

The case of the person going in search of honey applied to the ease 

inquestion .. .. v, ..12 

These Injunctions cannot be taken as laying down new actions . . 13 

Siitra (5). (Purvapaksha — contd.) .. .. .. {3-^14 

The irrelovancy of such Vedic^passages as ‘Fire is not to be laid 

in the sky d etc. . . .. , * .. , . 13 

Such sentences cannot be taken as mere descriptions of the state of 
things . . . . . . . . . . . . 13 

The Prohibition contained in these sentences would be weak . , 13 

Sm‘h a Prohibition would contradict other Injunctions .. 14 

The sentences cannot be taken as serving the purpose of attracting 
people . » . . . . . . • . • • 14 

Sutra (6). (Purvapaksha—conc^d.) .. .. . 

Objection against such passages as * Babarah pravahani, etc./ as 
speaking of transitory objects .. .. .. . . 14 

Such passages cannot be accepted as authoritative ; because they 
are not Injunctions . . .. .. .. .. 14 

These sentences must be accepted as bringing about particular 

results by their mere repetition . . .. .. 14 

They cannot be used as Mantras . . . . . . . . 15 

Or these may be taken in their mere verbal forms , . . , 15 

Sutra (7). (Slddhanta) .. . . .. 15 

Objection to the Bhaskya basing the Siddhanta upon a passage 
other than those dealt with by the Purvapaksha .. 15 

Reply to this .. .. .. .. 15 

The particular motive that led the Bhaskya to the choice of a 

distinct passage . . .. .. .. . . 15 

Objection to the process of perverting the natural form of the 

Veda with a view to establish a forced syntactical connection . . 16 

Reply (1) : Such perversion is allowable when it serves to make the 
particular passage serve a useful purpose .. .. 16 

This reply is not quite satisfactory .. .. . . 16 

Reply {2) : The enjoined study of the Veda serves many useful 
purposes ; and all tend to the one result in the shape of the com- 
prehension of the meaning of Vedic sentences . . . , 17 

All portions of the Veda shown to be included in the ‘ hhavana ’ 
expressed by the injunction of the ‘ study of Veda ’ . . 20 

ArthavMas also are included in the same bhdvana . . . . 20 

Two kinds of bhavand : verbal and actual . , . . . . 20 

Operation of the verbal bhdvana . . . . . . . , 20 

The Arthavdda comes in as a necessary fo.ctor in the operation of 
thQ verbal bhdvana .. .. . . 21 

The relationship between the Arthavdda and the knowledge of 
excellence necessary for the verbal bhavdnd is based upon their 
mutual-need 

The knowledge of excellence^ necessary for the due operation of the 
Injunction, cannot be got at from the Injunctive passages only : 
and the passages cannot serve any other purpose ; 

hence the Injunctive and the ArthavMa passages must be 
regarded as serving two distinct purposes 


23 





CONTENTS. 


The samo explanation applies to the case of the deprecatory 
Arthavada , ' ■ . . _ . . . ■, 

Tha Arthavada subserves the purposes of the Injunctive passage .* ! 
Fraise and Deprecation not always exclusive — One often appears 
m the form of another .. .. 

Context helps to decide whether a certain statement is a praise or 
■ otherwise ' . . ■ , ; 

l^uranas we have Injunctions, ArVhavadas in 
the form of Parahrtct ond Purakalpa ; and these resemble in their 

character the Vedic Injunctions and Arthavadas . 

Besides these they contain such matter as descriptions of events 
and stories ; and these have their use in the implying of the praise 

^ ^ or deprecation of certain courses of action 

The insertion of such extraneous matter is due to the varying 
degrees of the intelligence of those for whom they were intended 
injunctions in the Puranas are based upon the Veda and upon 
^ ordinary considerations of pleasure and pain 
Ihose portions that cannot be taken as related to any Injunction 
regarded as giving pleasure in the mere reciting 
Ine Bhashya is made by some interpreters to favour the view that 
the Arthavada serves exactly the same purpose as the Injunction 
and hence it is not necessary for the Arthavada to be interpreted 
, Otways as a part of some Injunctive passage . . . . 

The above interpretation is rejected 

Apart from the Injunctive word there is nothing to show what 
should be done ; and in absence of this there is nothing that needs 
praise . . , , . . .... 

finally concluded that the Sidra distinctly lays down the fact 
of Arthavadas serving useful purposes only as helping Injunctions 
Sutra (8). 

The authority of Arthavadas also based upon long established 
tradition .. 

The purpose of the rules and regulations laid down in regard to the 
study of the Veda lies in the removal of obstacles to the desirable 
end accomplished by means of that study 
As these regulations being observed with equal strictness in the 
studying of the Injunctive and the Arthavada portions, bears 
^ testimony to the authoritative character of these latter 
The Bhashya is interpreted as pointing out the fact that the use* 
tulness of the Arthavada can be inferred from the fact of all men 
keeping an uninterrupted remembrance of the texts 
Another interpretation of the .* The injunction of the ‘ study 
ot \ eda ’ applies equally to all parts of it 
Sutra (9). 

The Purvapaksha objections are not tenable; as the Arthavadas 
do not point out actions . . ; . 

A difi’erent reading and interpretation of the Sutra: the above 
explanation of the^ Praise is not open bo the objections 
Another interpretation : the objections do not apply, because the 
Arthmada serves the purpose of helping the Injunctive word . . 
Ihree different readings of the Siitra 
Sutra (10). 

The Arthavada is indirect description 

The relationship between the Arthavada and the Injunctive sentence 
when they deal with different subjects is indirect 
ihe ap^ications of the Sutra to three special ArthavMa passages 

(1) ‘ He wept, and from bis tears silver was produced’ 
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In the case of the Mantra ^ Imamagribhnam, It is only when the 
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Dharma being based upon the Veda, all that is not Veda should 
be disregarded in matters relating to Dharma ” 
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Veda, why should the Smrtis have been oomposeu 

If such works were not composed, and if til# Vedic ’injunctions 
were extracted and collected, the natural order of the Veda would 

have been disturbed . . 
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^ can be established onlv by Apparent Inconsistency \ . 
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the authors « . 
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Old men and the like, are laid down with a view to their percep- 
tible uses, — discussed and considered unsatisfactory . . 
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The actions are not enjoined with a view to visible results 
Though incidentally serving visible ends, the actions are such as 
have their injunctions in the Veda 
The non-performance of such acts would be sinful 
Another interpretation of the Bhashya in question: its sense is that 
even the opponent cannot deny the authoritative character of 
the injunctions of such acts as bring about perceptible results 
Some Vedic injunctions traced out as the of oorroa'nonrlTor)- 


Among Smrtis, those dealing with Dharma and Deliverance are 
based uj^on the Veda, while those dealing with pleasure, etc , are 
based upon ordinary experience 
Stones met with in the Smrtis are to be taken as Arthavadas 
Among the auxilliary Sciences, Vedangas, those dealing with sacri- 
ficial acts are based upon the Veda: others are meant to serve 
visible purposes 

{!) The Ciksha belongs to both classes 
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Direction, Perception and Inference, etc. . » 

The same is the case with the science of Reasoning 
The necessity of certain hypothetical postulates 
Glorifications and Vilifications in the Arthavadas become parts of 
injunctions 

The various theories with regard to the origin of the ’world . ^rise ' 
from certain Mantras and Arthavadas ,, . , . . , 

Uses of the assumption of a beginning and an end of worlds ^ . ! * 
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Theories of Vijiianavada, Kshanihavada^ etc. serve the purpose of 
diverting men’s affection for the things of the world . . 
Recapitulation — ail Smrtis and auxilhary sciences are autheritica- 
tive .. . 4' . ■ . . 


Adhikarana (2). [Direct Vedic Declarations most authoritative ] 

Sutra (3). 

A Smrii contradicting a Qruti is to be disregarded . . 
Introduction to the a .. «• 

In a case oi Smrti contradicting a Vedic text, the former has to be 
set aside, and it is only when there is no such contradiction that 
Vedic support for the Smrti can be assumed 
Form of the Doubt giving rise to the discussion 
(Grounds of the Doubt: Two ways of looking at the contradiction 
both apparently equally reasonable 
luh-Q Purvapalcsha .. .. .. .. 

I'he conclusion first to suggest itself is that the authority of the 
Smrti cannot be denied in view of the preceding Adhikarana 
As contradictions among Vedic texts themselves do not vitiate 
the authority of these, bow could a contradiction deprive the 
Smrti of its authority ? . . . . 

As the Smrti may be based upon texts in other recensions of the 
Veda .. .. .. .. ./ .. 

The unreasonable character of the view that certain Smrtis are 
based upon the Veda and others (that contradict some Vedic 
texts) are not so .. .. . . . . 

The previous Adhikarana having established the authority of all 
Smriiia, to revive the question on a mere seeming contradiction 
is most improper .. .. 

The half-hearted view with regard to the authority of Smrtis would 
be suicidal . . . . . . . . 

The author of Smrtis must have knowingly retained the Smrti texts 
in question and they could do so only on the strength of certain 
other Vedic texts . . .. .. , . 

If the mere possibility of wordly motives were to deprive the 
authority of the Smrti, the authority of all scriptures would be 
extremely shaky . . . . . . . . 

As some sort of a worldly motive can always be found in connec- 
tion with all performance of Dharma 
'rhe authority of Smrtis and Piirainas having been established, 
should not be doubted . . . . . . 

Worldly motives, traceable in actions laid down in the Veda also, 
should not be made the ground of imauthoritativeness of the 
Smrtis alone . . .. .. .* 

The Mimamsaka must stick to the authoritative character of Smytis 
Siddhdnta .. .. .. 

When the Smrti contradicts the Veda, its authoriti* becomes in- 
admissible 

The authority of Smrtis not seif-suflficient 

They cannot be independent of extraneous corroboration and 
support .. . . . . . . 

Conditions under which a Smrti text, even when contradicting a 
Vedic text to a certain extent, might be admitted 
That which has once been found authoritative need not necessarily 
be regarded as such . . 

The Smrti text is authoritative only by reason of Vedic support ; 
hence when contradicting the Vedic text, it can have no autho- 
rity ; just like Inference which is not admissible when opposed to 
Sense-perception 
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Smrti- texts, contradicting Vedic texts, cannot be admitted to iav 
down optional alternatives 

In matters relating to Dkarma the authority of Smrtis not seif- 
sufficient 

Objections against the acceptance of option even when both texts 
are equally authoritative 

Option can be admitted only when absolutely necessarv ] ! 

In the case of the contradiction of a Vedie text by a*' Smrti text, 
no option can be admitted ; as there can be no objection against 
rejecting the Smrti in favour of the Veda 
Two means of deciding this authoritative character of* the Vedic 
text as against that of the Smrti 

(1) The authority of the Veda is self-sufficient, and as such super- 
ior to that of the Smrti which depends upon extraneous 
support 

(2) In the case of option, the partial unauthoritativeness of the 
Smrti cannot be regarded as foreign to it 

The case of optional Vedic injunctions is different from that of a 
Vedic injunction and a Smrti one 

The opponent’s arguments in favour of the acceptance of option . . 
‘‘The Vedic text need not necessarily be before the mind before the 
Smyti text is found ” 


“ Even Jaimini favours the view that that which is cognised first is 
most authoritative ” 


‘‘Hence no significance should be attached to the order in which 
one or the other text is perceived ” 

The objections answered: It is only so long as the contrary Vedic 
text is not found that a Smrti text may be regarded as 
authoritative .. .. ' 

The contrary Vedic text when found cannot, be regarded as contra- 
dicting the Vedic text assumed in support of the Smrti text, and 
not the latter itself . . . . . , [ . 

The authority of texts is not based solely upon the priority of per- 
ception . . 

Even^ when one person does not perceive the contrary Vedic text, 
he is led to reject the authority of the Smrti text by the notions 
of other persons 

In the case of two Vedic Injunctions, both are equally authorita- 
tive, hence option is admitted . . 

Cases of prior perception of the Smrti text are very rare 
The unauthoritativeness of Smrti text inherent in them ! ! 

The cases of a Smrti text contradicting a Vedic text and another 
not contradicting it are not similar 
The unauthoritativeness or otherwise of a Smrti text can be ascer- 
tained in the same manner as that of Lifiga^ Praharna, etc 
Other instances of contradictory Smrti texts 

The case of the contradiction, involved in the two texts ‘ the whole 
post should be covered ’ [Smrti) and ‘ the sacrificer should sing 
a Mantra while touching the post’ (Veda), discussed 
Objection : “ The covered post does not cease to be 'post ; and hence 
there is no contradiction ” . . . . . . 

Eeply : The touching of the covered post would be a touching of 
the cloth, and not that of the post 

The contact of the post meant by the Vedic text is direct contact, 
and not one through the cloth . . . . . . 

The two texts cannot be regarded as laying down optional alterna 
tives . . . . . , . . . , . . 

The authority of a Vedie text can never be set aside, which cannot 
be said of a Smrti text . . , . ... 
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The reading of the contrary Vedic text cannot be regarded as 
wrong . . . . . . . . 

The idea of the authoritativeness of the Veda cannot be wrong 
Verbal and grammatical difficulties in the Bhaahya explained 
The admission of option would involve two * mutual interdepen' 
dencesV , , . . . . . , 

The ground for deciding which of the two texts is the more autho- 
ritative , , , . . . 

No assumed uuauthpritativeness can touch the Veda . . 

The authority of the Veda absolutely undisputed .. 

The Smrti has no authority until corroborated by the Veda 
Option is admissible only when the two texts are possessed of equal 
authority . , 

Sutra ( 4 ). [In the case of Smrti texts we often find worldv 

motives] . , , . . . 

Adhikarai^a (3), [Certain Sni|*ti texts not authoritative] 

Sutra (4). 

Such Srafti texts as are found to have been inspired by worldly 
motives are not authoritative 

The^ unsatisfactory character of the interpretation whereby this 
Sutra is made part of the previous Adikarana 
The Smrti text, layiiig down that the Adhvaryu priest should take 
the doth worn at the Vaisarjana Homa, even though not con- 
tradicted by any Vedic text, cannot be regarded as authoritative, 
“ because of motives ” .. .. 

No assumption of corroborative Vedic texts for these Smrtis possible 
The Vartika objects to the above interpretation of the two previous 
Adhikaranas, and offers a different interpretation of Sutras ( 3 ) 
and (4) . . .... 

Our failure to find the corroborative Vedic text cannot justify our 
rejection of the Smrti text 

The texts ‘ remembered ’ (6'mr/fc2) are as authoritative as those 
directly read ’ or ‘ heard ’ 

The Smrti text regarding the covering of the lohole post is distinctly 
corroborated by Vedic texts . . .. .. // 

Nor does ‘ covering’ contradict ‘ touching ’ * * * ] ] 

The Smrti text cannot be attributed to the greed of priests 
The Smrti text laying down the propriety of eating at the place of 
the sacrificer after he has purchased the Homa, is based upon a 
text in the Atharva Veda, and is not unauthoritative 
As Bating does nob form part of a sacrifice, the authority of the 
Atharva Veda with regard to it cannot be doubted . . ' 

ObjecHon: The ‘ impurity ^ of the sacrifice during a certain time 
iS with reference to sacrifices; and there can be no alternatives 
with regard to the period ” 

i2e^2/: Di^erences in conditions and circumstances make dif- 
^ terences in the purities caused by actions 

The eating at the place of the sacrificer who has purchased the 
boma must be taken as referring to the time when no other food 
IS available . . 

The mention of the two limits is not contradictory— -as they hav 4 
different purposes .. . . - 

Objection : ** one and the same sentence cannnh ln.v rlnw^ f ” 
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The alternatives explained .. 

Certain Vedic texts applying only to the life-long student prove the 
authoritative character of the longer limit of brahmacarya 
The limit IS not rigidly Hxed, but variable, in view of the capacity 

of the student .. .. .. ^ 

Mecapitulation : no Smrti text is found to contradict any Vedic text 
Two explanations of Sutra (3) .. .. 

(1) It offers a salutary advice to the effect that when the Vedic 
text lays down one course of action and the Smrti another 
fco adopt the former . . . . , / 

This does not imply the absolute rdjeobioa of the Smrti, while point- 
the advisability of adopting the Vedic injunction 
^ means that while not equal in authority to the 

Vedic text, the Smrti text should not be rejected .. 

(~) d he two iSwifra.?, third and fourth, reject the authoritative cha- 
racter of such S^nHis m those composed by Buddha and 
othersi and also those that may be found to be inspired bv 
rrii of greed and the like . . .. 

The rejection of such compilations has nob been dealt with bv anv 
other adhikarana . . . . ^ ^ p" 

And the rejection is absolutely necessary for the bringing a bout of 
a pure conception of Dharma .. .. 

The rejection also serves the purpose of precluding the possibility 
01 the Bauddha assuming the authority of lost Vedic texts, for 
his unvedio declarations .. 

The human authorship of these compilations shakes their author- 
ity, when they do not seek the support of the Veda . . 

The Bauddha teachings being given by a Kshatriy i oonioin a flag- 

_ rant breach of Vedic laws in their very origin . . 

^0 complete loss of any Vedic texts possible . . 

I he compilations are found to have their source in such moti ves as 
those of greed, etc. .. 

Recapitulation 

Adhikarana (acc. to the Bhashya) (4), {^Superior authority 
^ the declaration of suhstancesi (A— in accordance with the 
Bhashya) 

Sutra (5). 

Introductory to the next Sutra 

(1) Subject-matter of discussion: whether or not such Smyti texts 
as lay down certain acts to be done during sacrifices are contradic- 
tory to the Vedic injunctions 

Grounds of suspicion .. 

Standard for judging the character of such texts . . 

(2) Another corollary discussion : the Smrti text in question laying 

down an and the contradictory Vedic text laying down 

secondary accessories — which is the more authoritative ? 

The answer that suggests itself is that there is no contradiction in 
such cases 

Purvapaksha 

Sutra (6). 

“The limit of actions being fixed by the Veda, the insertion 
of new actions must be opposed to the spirit of the Vedic 
injunction’^ 

“ The three ways in which the limit of actions is rigidly fixed . i. 
"'No action can be' rightly separated from its primary” 
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** Applying of these laws to the question under consideration 
‘‘ Tjfie intervening actions have no fixed order laid down in the 
Veda, the only authority in such matters ” 

Another interpretation of the Sutra : The number of the snb- 
, sidiary sciences being limited within a prescribed limit, there can 
be no room for the authority of the Smrti in regard to Vedic 
matters , , . , . . . . ... 

Siddhanta. The Sm^ti injunctions in question must be regarded 
as authoritative . . .. .. .. 

Sutra (7). 

The first clause of the next S uir a ma>y be taken as part of this 
Sutra . . , . . . 

The actions in question can not originate in greed or any such 
visible cause, and hence their injunction cannot be rejected as 
unauthoritative .. .. • •• •• 

There is no inherent contradiction between the Veda and the Sfnrti 
The authoritativeness of the Smrfci texts having been ascertained 
on the ground of its subject-matter being an action, it cannot be 
set aside on any other ground . . . . . , . . 

In the case in question there is no basis of contradiction, as the 
action laid down by the Smrti text is not to be performed at the 
same time as that laid down in the Veda . . 

As for the limit upon actions, no such is directly laid down in the 
Veda .. ...... 

Time is only a secondary element in sacrificial performances 
The actions in question are not independent actions ; they only 
help in the proper accomplishment of the action laid down in the 
Veda . . . . . . 

(B) The Adhiharana according to the Vartiha . , 

Impropriety of the eases cited for examination in the Bkdshya 
Wearing of the sacred thread and rinsing of the mouth are both dis- 
tinctly laid down in the Veda 

The Smrti injunction of using the right hand alone at sacrifices 
is fully authoritative .. . . .. 

Therefore the three Sutras ^ 5th, 6th and 7th should be taken not as 
a distinct Adhikarana,, but only as putting forward and answering 
objections against the preceding Adhikarana . . 

Interpretation of the Sutra (5) : — Those assertions of Buddha and 
others that do not contradict any Vedic declaration must be 
accepted as authoritative ” . . 

Sutra (6), 

This cannot be allowed, as the number of authoritative scriptures 
is limited to the Veda with its fourteen or eighteen subsidiary 
sciences 

In matters relating to Dharraa we accept as authoritative the as- 
sertions of only such persons as have their names mentioned in 
the Veda 

The name ' Manu ’ in the Veda cannot be regarded as a chance 
resemblance of sound 

Dharma brings about its due results only when understood with 
the help of such scriptures as are capable of Vedic support 

Adhikarana 4 (a) : Practices of good men authoritative 

Sutra (7), 

Those actions for which no such motives as greed, etc. are perceptible 
roust be regarded as authoritative 
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Ground of doubfc with regard to the practices of good men 
PiZrwpafcs/ia ; « ‘ Practices of good men cannot be regarded as 
authoritative, as we find many instances among them of dagrant 
transgressions ’■ .. 

“ Instances of such transgression .. . . .. 

Practices of good men in different countries are contradictory and 
both cannot be accepted as authoritative 

Practices of good men are as unauthoritative as the * inner satis- 
faction’ of man ” (both of which have been laid down as authori- 
tative by Manu) .. .. .. 

Such practices can have no authori tv in matters relating to 
:Dharma” ■ ■ ' ■ .. ' 

Siddhanta . . . . . . . . . . 

So long as we do not find any such visible motive as greed and the 
like in the actions of good men , we must accept them as authori- 
tative (/SwiJra 7) .. .. .. .. 

Only those actions that are regarded as dharma and are performed 
as such by good men can be regarded as authoritative 
Some such actions enumerated: Charity, Japa 
Homo, Oblations to fathers, keeping of fasts and festivals, etc. 

The practices of good men, though not included in any of the 
fourteen or eighteen subsidiary sciences, are always capable of 
having corroborative Vedic texts inferred in their support 
The objection of ‘ interdependence ’ set aside 
Another * interdependence ’ put forward and rejected 
As for the ordinary motives of greed, they are found present in 
the cases of many Vedic acts also 

Such actions as tend to mere physical pleasures, as farming, com- 
merce and the like, are never regarded as dharma 
The authoritative character of the ‘ inner satisfaction * of such 
men as have the firm conviction that only such acts as are laid 
down in the Veda constitute Dharma 
This authoritative character may also be accepted upon the 
* Verbal authority ’ of such men as Manu and others 
The admittedly evil doings of well-known great men — Prajapati, 
Indra and others — explained in various ways 
Prajapati’s conduct explained 

Indra’s ,, ,, 

Nahusa’s ,, 

Vashistha’s ,, .. 

Vi^vamitra’s .. 

Dvaipayana’s ,, // 

Rama’s , , ,, ' , . ■ 

Bhishma’s 

Dhr'tarastra’s ,, 

Papdavas’ ,, 

Draupadi’s ,, 

Yudhisthira's ,, 

Krsna’s and Arjuna’s ,, ,, 

All wines not prohibited for the Ksattriya . . 

Wine prohibited for the Brahmana only 
Krsna’s marriage with Rukmini explained , . 

Brahmana women of Ahichhafcra and Mathura drink wine 
The above explained in various ways 
Prohibition of wine for Brahmana women discussed 
>> ,, ,, discarded 

,, established 

Another interpretation of Sutras 6 and 7 . . . . . ^ s. .r ’ 

justified 
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Purvapaksha .-—Practices of good men cannot be authoritative 
(Sutra 6) . . 

The extent of scriptures is limited, and it cannot include the 
practices . . .. .. •• 

Siddhanta : — "Where we cannot detect any visible motive, the 
practice must be recognised as Dharma (Siitra 7) 

Another explanation of Sutras o, 6 and 7 . . 

Adhikarana (5), 

A word is always to be taken in the sense which is attributed to it 
in the scriptures (Sutras 8 and 9) 

^A ) — ddhikarana explained in accordance with the Bhashya 
Grounds of doubt .. . . . . • - 

Purvapaksha — “ ail usages equally authoritative; therefore when a 
word is found to have two divergent meanings, both should be 
accepted as optional alternatives ’ ’ (Sutra 8) 

Siddhanta— -the meaning attributed to the word in the scriptures is 
more authoritative (Sutra 9) .. 

Another explanation of Sutra 9:— That meaning is to be accepted 
as most authoritative in which a vrord is used by men learned in 
the scriptures . . .. • * 

Bha§ya’s interpretation of the Adhikarana criticised 
(B)— The Adhikarana as expounded by the "Vartika^ . . 

The question lies between the usage of the ‘Ary a’ and the 
* Mieohcha ’ . . . . 

Purvapaksha — according to the "Vartika .. .. 

“ All expressive words and usage equally authoritative ” (Sutra 5) 
Stdd/iania— expounded by the Vartika . . . . . . 

The idea of Mlechchha words and usage being really expressive is 
wrong . . , . . . • . • • _ * • 

Their expressiveness rests in their being corrupted forms of Ary a 
words and usage . . . . 

{0)^AdhikaraYia — Third interpretation . .. .. 

The question lies between the comparative authority of Smrii and 
XJsagQ . . . . . . . . * • * • 

Purvapaksha — of the Adhikarana , . . » 

Both Smrti and Usage are equal, as being based upon the Veda 
(Sutra 8) . . . . .. .• 

Siddhanta — The Smrti is more authoritative than usage 
Vedic texts in support of Smrti easily found 

,, ,, usage scattered and difficult to trace 

(D) — Fourth Interi:)r6tation of the Adhikarana 
The question lies between Vedic us© and ordinary use of words 
Purvapaksha: “Both uses equally comprehensible — hence equally 
authoritative (Sutra 8) 

“ Ordinary usage, being older than the Veda, is more authoritative 
than Vedic usage ” . . 

“ Ordinary use of such words as trvrt and the like is supported by 
Mann and others . . . . . . . . . . 

Siddhanta : Vedic usage decidedly more authoritative . . 

Manu being a human being, he naturally adopts the ordinary use of 
-words .. 

This interpretation of Adhikarana is not a mere repetition of 
Sutras 1,429 

Adhiksirana (6). [Authority of Mlechchha usage (Sutra 10) ] 

There are certain words found in the Veda which are not used by 
the people of Ary avart a 
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The question is— in regard to those words, should the usage of the 
Miechchhas be accepted — or some meaning should be deduced 
from their etymology ? .. 

Piirva'pa'ksha~~th.Q meaning deduced from etymology is more accept- 
able than that sanctioned by Mleehchha usage 
Acceptance of Mleehchha usage an impossibility 
Dmvida language .. .. _ 

Dravida use of words different from the Arya . . 

Siddhanta : Mleehchha usage cannot be entirely rejected when they 
do not go against any authority (Sutra 10) 

Certain distorted forms of words .. » . . • •• 

Second interpretation of Sutra 10: Mleehchha usage, when not 
contrary to any authoritative usage, shoiiid be accepted as based 
upon the Veda . . .. . . .. 

Third interpretation of Sfftra 10: Mleehchha usage can be accepted 
as corroborated by the Veda . • 

When there is no conflict between the weaker and the stronger 
authority, there is nothing wrong in accepting the former 
Vedie usage can be accepted only when it exists .. 

Authority of the Nirukta .. .. 

Meanings should be deduced from etymology only in cases where 
no sort of usage is available as guide .. .. .. 


Adhikarana (7). [Kaipasutras have no independent authority ] 
(Sutras 11-14) •• 

{A)— Question : Are the Kaipasutras self-sufficient in their authority, 
like the Veda ? . . . . . . 

What is ‘ Kalpa ’ ? .. * • * • 

What is * Sutra ’ ? . . .. .. . , 

< Kalpa ’ is the name of those treatises that expound the details of 
sacrificial procedure .. . . . . . . .. 

* Sutra ’ explains the technical meaning of words 
Difference between the status of Kaipasutras and Smrtis 
Kaipasutras explain details of procedure as deducible from Vedic 
texts that are available .. .. .. 

Smrtis are based presumably upon such Vedic texts as are no longer 
available .. .. .. 

Difference between present Adhikarana and the preceding one deal- 
ing with the Smrtis . . 

(B) — Another view of the Adhikarana: Both the former Adhikarana 
and the present one deal with both the Kalpasutra and the Smyti 

(C) — -A third view of the Adhikarana: It deals with th^ authority of 
the subsidiary sciences, Phonetics and the rest 

(D) — A fourth view of the Adhikarana : It deals with the scripture 

of the Bauddhas , . .. .. .. 

Purvapaksha (A) .* “ The authority of the Kaipasutras is exactly like 
that of the Veda ” .. .. . . .* 

“ No weakness in the authority of the Kaipasutras due to their 
human authorship ” . . . . 

“ Authors of Kaipasutras are JRsiSy as of the Veda 
‘‘Injunction to read the Kalpa included in that relating to the 
Veda ’’ ... . . , . . . . . 

“ Some Vedic Brahmanas also are in the form of Kalpa ” 

“Being Arsa^ Kaipasutras do not stand in need of corroboration 
by Vedic texts ’* 

“Kaipasutras being entirely consistent with the Veda, must be 
equally authoritative .. .. .. , .v 

‘ Knowledge of Kalpa, even without knowledge of the Veda, 
suffices for all sacrificial performances ” . , 




1 






■ ‘"1 {* 1 ^ 

ftiiiiSi»*i* 



MS 



TANTEA-VABTIKA. 


•‘ No Veda is complete without the Kalpasutras ” • • • • 

Purvapakaha (B) and (G) : “ Equal authority belongs to the Veda 
and to Smrtis, Kalpasutras and pbsidiary spnees ^ . . 

Vedio Alantr as indicative of actions prescribed m the Smrti, m 
the same manner as of those prescribed in the \ eda • . 

PurvapaJc8haiD)i ^^Theseviptuteoi the Bauddha is a scripture of 
action, and as such equal to the Veda in authority . . ■ • 

The eternal character of the Buddhist scripture can be proved by 
the same arguments as that of the Veda • • • * 

Siddhanta (D) in answer to Purvapaksa (D)— (Sutra iz) 

On one subject only one correct idea possible . . ♦ • 

It is in sheer bewilderment that the Bauddha and other heretics 
assert the eternality of their scriptures • * / ' 

Human assertions have no authority on transcendental matters . . 
Assertion of eternality of the scriptures . by the Bauddha goes 
against his theory of the momentary character of all things . . 
By denying the eternality of words the Bauddha makes it possible 

for himself to assert the eternality of his scriptures .. ^ 

Bauddha and Jama books cannot be accepted as ' scripture 
because they are full of incorrect and corrupt words , . ' ; 

Notion of transience incompatible with the correct conception at 

the Veda . . 'V 

Human authorship of the Veda impossible . . ♦ • , . ‘ * 

Assertions contained in the Veda could not have emanated from 
any human being . . • • • • 

Veda, by its form, must be free from human agency . . • • 

Heterodox scriptures contain very few correct words . . 

,, cannot be regarded either as ‘ Veda or as 

eternal . . . • • • • *. * • 

Heterodox scriptures do not observe grammatical rules 

,, had no existence prior to their promulgators 
Heterodox scriptures propounding wrong doctrines, no authority 
can attach to them . . • • • • • * 

There being a clear remembrance of their authors, the heterodox 
scriptures cannot be regarded as eternal 
iS’tdd/iania (B) V (C) and ( A) . , ** 

Subsidiary sciences and Smrtis cannot be regarded as independent 
scriptures (B^G) . . - ■ _ • • 

No independent authority attaches to the Kalpasutras (A) 
Kalpasutras could have no existence prior to their writers 
Kalpasutras are the works of human writers--Discussion 
Kalpasutras do not contain rules and regulations, like the Veda . . 
There is no restriction of time regarding the study of the Kalpasutras 
For these five reasons, Kalpasutras cannot be regarded as 

scriptures . . . . • • h* i ‘ * 

Absence of accentuation in the Kalpasutras — urged by the Bhashya 
as a reason against their scriptural character 
This argument is not accepted by the Vartika 

Non-soriptural character of the Kalpasutras is due to absence of 
eternality and dependence on human agency 
Absence of explanatory passages, another ground for the non-scrip- 
tural character of Kalpasutras (Sutra 13) .. 

Kalpasiitras— a record of direct Injunctions. . 

Subsidiary sciences can never attain the dignity of the Veda 
Mere mention of Kalpa in the Veda is no ground for its eternality 
Mention of ‘ Kalpa’ in the Veda explained . • * 

* Kalpa ’ onty signifies explanation of the meaning of the Veda 
Points of agreement between Veda and Kalpa explained 
Subsidiary sciences have never been regarded by anyone as Veda 
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Authority of not ana,logous to that of the Vedic Rescensions 

Kalpas explain things with the help of Brahmana passages, to 
which therefore they must be subordinate , . . . 

The word ‘ acharya ’ used in the Veda in the sense of an authori- 
tatiue teacher, need not apply to writers on Kalpa . . . . 

Works of human writers cannot be regarded as ‘scripture,’ (a) 
because actions are enjoined for all time and (b) because of the 
proximity of scriptural authority (Sutra 14) 

Human assertions are generally found to be false . . 
ICalpasutras contain self-contradictory statements 
The example cited by the VrUi of discrepancy between the Veda 
and the Kalpasutra™ criticised 

Adhikarana (8). [The Holakadhikarana : ‘ Vedic texts assumed in 
support of Custom has universal authority’ (Sutras 15-23)] 
Question : Authority of Custom limited or universal ? . . 

Variety of Customs .. 

Another interpretation of Sutras 15 and 16 proposed by the Vartika, 
as dealing also with the authority of the S'mrti of Gautama and 
others, as also that of the Grhyasutras 
Purvapaksa : “The authority of Custom (and of the said Sutras) 
must be restricted ” (Siitra 15) 

“The authority of the Smrtis of Gautama, etc., and of Customs 
must be restricted, because they are studied by and are current 
among particular sects only ” . . 

“ Because Vedic texts assumed in support of them can apply only 
to those sects ” .. .. .. .. 

“If they had universal authority, they would be accepted and 
obeyed by all men, just like the Veda ” . . 

“As they are obeyed by only a few men, the texts assumed in 
support of them can also apply to those men only ” . . 

" ‘ Customs, being local, can have only local authority . . 

Siddhanta : Injunctions being universal, what they enjoin must be 
binding on all men (Sutra 16) . . 

The Injunctions and Prohibitions assumed in support of Smrti rules 
must refer to all men 

Restriction possible only when injunctions are qualified and specified 
What is prescribed by the Smrtis in question is capable of being 
done by all men 

Vedic texts in support do not contain qualifying expressions . 

No restrictive qualifications possible 
Qualifying words inadmissible 

Customs, like the Holaka, cannot belong to any particular indivi- 
dual or community . . 

Qualifying words, even when present, cannot apply to any one 
individual or community 
A wrong interpretation of the Sutra and Bhusya 
The above interpretation is irrelevant 

Bhashya to be explained as expounding the view that local customs 
have universal authority 
Bhavana inexpressible, according to some 

Consideration of the denotation of verbal affix entirely irrelevant 
Injunctions have universal application 

Hence local customs and Grhysutras must have universal authority 
Restrictians must he based upon direct perception (Sutra 17) 

Vedic texts cannot be restricted in their authority 
Also because there are no distinguishing marks for specific , agents 
{Sutra 18 ) .. ,, .. .. i 

Hence no specification of agents possible ,, 
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tantra-vartika 


Bhashya’s explanation of Svitia criticised 
Vartika’s explanation of the same .. . 

The name, ‘ Easterner^ and the like, based upon place-connectzon 

(Sutra 19) •• •• :* ttt * * 

No on© country can be called ‘Eastern or ‘Western, etc., 

absolutely •• • i ' 

Local Customs observed also by persons living in other localities 
Objection: Names cannot be based upon place-connectioii (Sutra 20) 
Answer: Names would he literally significant^^ 21) 

Grounds of place-specification . . • • • • * * 

Prevalence of Customs is not always in accordance with any names 

explanation of * ’ criticised . . ^ _ * * 

“Place-specifications may qualify the action (Sutra 

This is as impossible as qualification of the Agent (Sutra 23) 
of local Customs cannot be qualified by any specifica- 


Bhashya’s 
Objection : 

22) 

Answer 
Injunctions 
tions 

Adhikarana (9). [Necessity of using correct forms of ivords — 
Vydkaranadhikarana (Sutras 24-29) ] . . " . . : * 

Purvapaksha : “Grammar not being a scripture, no restriction m 

the use of words is authorised’' .. . . 

“ Only one meaning of a word can be regarded as primary, where it 
has several meanings . 

“When several words express one meaning, expressive potency 
belongs to each of those words ” .. .. • • 

“ No scripture can have anythii»g to do with the correct or incorrect 
forms of words ” .. .. .. •• . • 

“In the case of sentences, the preceding is regarded as having 
greater authority than the succeeding ” 

^ “ Grammar cannot be regarded as more authoritative than usage ” 

“ What is expressive must be correct . " * • * * 

“Only indistinct or inexpressive collection of letters that can be 
incorrect^* 

“Vernacular and Sanskrit words equally expressive and hence correct 
“ Vernacular words cannot be regarded as inexpressive : This would 
be contrary to experience ” 

“ Vernacular words must be regarded as synonymous with Sanskrit 
words” . . .... . . 

“ Correctness or incorrectness not transcendental . . 

•‘^Correctness or incorrectness of words cannot form the subject of 
Injunction or Prohibition ” . . . , . , . • 

“ Injunction or Prohibition of use of words cannot be based upon 
expressiveness ot inexpressiveness . . .. 

“ Ail words are equally expressive “ . . . . . . 

“Science of Grammar presumably based upon Vedic texts enjoin- 
ing the us© of correct words ” . . . . . . . . • 

“ Science of Grammar cannot be based upon Vedic texts prohibiting 
the use of incorrect words” 

“ No Injunction or Prohibition possible in regard to each individual 
word” . . . . 

“What is amenable to other means of knowledge cannot rightly 
form the subject of scriptural Injunction or Prohibition” 

“The view that — ‘the science of ^Grammar should be regarded as 
scripture, because it points out the form and meaning of words for 
the sake of Dharma ’ — cannot be right 
“ No ‘ restriction’ possible in the case of words and their us© ” 

“ All kinds of * restriction ’ impossible” , . , , . . 

“ ,, ,, ,, specially as according to Siddhanta, incorrect words 

are meaningless ” , . 
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‘ No scripture can dissuade persons from using incorrect words 
‘ The use of correct words cannot lead to transcendental results 
^ Hence no Apurm can result from such use ’V . . 

No substratiim possible for any such Apurva” .. 

‘Possible substrata of Apurva described and found impossible” 

■‘ Works relating to the use of words can have no basis in. the 
Veda” .. .. .. .. ^ - .. 

(4 Works on Grammar cannot have the same position as the Veda” 
There is no regular 8mrti treating of Grammar ” 

'‘ Grammatical works do not deal with the same subjects as the 
Smrti . . . . . . 

“ Endless contradictions among Grammatical works” 

No purpose of Grammar has been mentioned by Panini 
‘ ‘ Attainment of Dkarma cannot be the aim of Grammar ” . . 

“ Diversity of opinion between Patanjali and Katyayana regarding 
Dharma as resulting from Grammar ” 

“ If knowledge of Grammar is Dharma, the using of correct words 
cannot be so ” .. .. .. .. 

“ Character of Dharma cannot belong either to knowledge of Gram- 
mar or to usage according to it ” ' .. .. .. 

“ No Vedic texts stand in need of Grammar” . . • • 

“ Grammar is never recognised as eternal ” . . . . 

“ No such eternal class as Vyaharayiatva '* . ♦ . . 

“ Neither Grammatical rules nor their subject-matter can be eternal ” 
“ Hence no Vedic injunctions regarding them are possible ” 

‘ ‘ Vedic text quoted in support of eternality of Grammar discussed 
and found to point to Vedic sentence , not to Grammar ” 

“ A Vedic text quoted in support of the view that ‘ Grammar 
affords the means of accomplishing Dharma ’ — ‘ ekah shabdah . . . . 
hamadhug hhavati —-dLiecxx^^Qd and found irrelevant;— applies to 
Vedic Study .. 

“ Similarly with another text-“-6m/iwranSna na mlechchhitavyam — 
refers to the distorting of the traditional text of the Veda, — not 
to the use of incorrect words ” .. .. 

“Another text — speaking of the use of Apashabda by the Agni- 
hotrin , — refers to the telling of a . . * * . _ * 1 

“ Incorrect words by writers on Smrti, Kalpa, Grhya and Mimamsa 
and Nirukia ” 

HE use” • • „ ** . *• 

“ Innumerable incorrect words in Puranas and Itihasas ■’ . i 

“ ,, ,, ,, Veda 

“ All incorrect words in Veda cannot be treated as sanctioned 
exceptions or anomalies” 

“ Ungrammatical words used b\ Panini, Katyayana and 
Patanjali ” . . . . . . . • . • 

“ Example from Panini ” . , 

“ ,, ,, Katyayana” 

“ ,, ,, Patanjali” .. .. .. 

“ Such use cannot be justified as nipata 

“ Untenability of tho view that the rules of Panini cannot apply to 
the rules themselves ” 

‘‘ Mahabhashya applies Panini’s rules to those rules themselves ” . , 
“ Untenability of the view that the rule regarding use of correct 
words is meant for usage in course of sacrificial performance ” . . 
“ Mahabhasya declares that the rules are meant to be applicable 
to Vedic as well as non-Vedic words” . , . . . 

“ No rules necessary or required in connection with Vedic words ; 
use-form is indelibly fixed by tradition . , . , : ’ , . 



TANXRA-VARTIKA 


The uses of Grammar set forth in Mahabhasya — Raksa, uha, ©te. 
etc. — discussed .. .. .. .• .. 

**Raksa, preservation of the Veda — as a use of Grammar dificussed 
Tutorial tradition the best means of preservation ’ ' . . 

“ Rules contained in Sama Veda more useful than those in Gram- 
mar “ , . . . 

“ Vedie scholars never have recourse to Grammar 

,, ,, have their difficulties removed by Vedic teachers 

and senior scholars . . 

Grammar need not therefore be studied for the ‘ preservation ’ of 
the Vedic text .. 

“ Grammar may be useful in the composing of poetry ” 

** Mere grammatical correctness of a word cannot justify its use” 
‘ Oha/ — supplying of ellipses — the second purpose of Grammar 
described by Patanjali — can serve no useful purpose ” 

“ All that is necessary for ‘ uhaVcan be obtained from Veda itself’/ 
“ Signification of the names of deities— w/ia not necessary for ” . . 

“ Signifying of substances— w/ia not necessary for ” 

“Grammatical rules can have no basis in Veda ” . . . . 

“ ,, incapable of supplying ?7/ia ” 

“ Third use of Grammar, according to Patanjali — ^ Agama — ’ 
discussed” .. .. .. .. 

“ No us© of Grammar mentioned in the scriptures ” . . 

“ Vedic texts prescribe study of the ‘ Veda ' only ” 

Grammar cannot be included among subsidiary sciences ” 

Six angas of the Veda are the six means of interpretation : Direct 
Assertion t Rower ^ Syntactical Connection, etc. 

“ Objection against this view — answered 
Real meaning of the Injunction to ‘ study the Veda along with 
its six angas ” . . . . . . . . 

“ The Injunction may refer to the Grammatical rules contained in 
the Veda itself ” .. .. .. .. . . 

“ It may refer to the Pratishakhyas'^^ .. .. .. 

“ Grammar of Panini and others cannot be included among 
* scriptures ’ ” * . . . . . . . . . ' 

The Injunction sets aside the assertion (of Patanjali) that know- 
ledge of Grammar constitutes Dharma and also that of Katya^^ana 
that it brings prosperity ” . . . . . . " . . 

“ ‘ Dag' /m / ‘ simplification/ — fourth use of Grammar, according to 
Patafijali criticised ” . . . . . . 

This ^ simpUficaticn’ is reaMy complication 
“ Grammar not necessary for knowing correct word-forms ” 

* ' ‘ Asandeha — * Removal of Doubts’ — fifth use of Grammar 
according to Patanjali— criticised 
“ Grammatical denotation contrary to real denotation” 
Grammatical rules contrary to Veda — as in the case of Bam a — 
names ” , . 

“ All doubtful points can be ascertained without Grammar ” 

“ Grammar unable to determine meaning of sentence ” 

“ fT ,, remove doubts regarding Vedic sentences .. 

“ Grammatical rules themselves dependent upon usage for their 
own meanings ” 

“ Grammatical accent cannot determine meaning of words ” 

“ * Other uses ’ of Grammar referred to by Patafijali— criticised . . 

“ Vedic passages advocating Grammatical study discussed 
“ (a) Incorrect us© of words by Asuras 
(b) Effects of incorrect accentuation 
“ (c) Necessity of ascertaining true meaning of Mantras 
“ (d) Advantages accruing from correct use of words . . 
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(e) Significance of accentuation in greetings. . 

“(/) Knowledge of Grammatical terminations necessary in per- 
formance of Prayajas *. .. .. ^ 

(gr) Knowledge of correct verbal forms necessary for priestlv 
functions” 

“ ih) Knowledge of correct verbal forms necessary for learnincr” \ * 
Grammar spoken of as the Great Bull” * 

“(/) Knowledge of science of words ” .. _ ' * 

“ (/c) Grammar purifies ” , . ,, .. 

“ [1) Expiation of incorrect speech ” . . . , ’ ] 

‘‘ (w) Grammar necessary for correct naming of children” 

Grammar described as Varuna ” 

What is it that is purified by grammar ? . . . ] 

Ho such purification possible for Qabdaiva ” . . ’ .* 

“ Ho purification possible for letters or syllables ” 

“ Pataj nail’s arguments criticised ” " .. .. 

Grammar not a scripture dealing with verbal usage ” . . 

“ Veda cannot consist of words produced or purified by grammar ” 

‘ ‘ Word eternal or non-eternal in either case its purification 
not possible ” . . . . 

“ Words cannot be held to be purified Jov sacrificial purposes ” 
Words subsisting in Aka^a — no purification possible ” 

“ Ho purification possible for words''' .. 

,» ,, ,, letters of the alphabet .. .. 

“ >» »» s, ,, the places of utterance .. 

“ »» M ,, ,, the mind or the Man 

“ >» f, ,, ,, sphota .. .. 

Grammatical works consist of random utterances ” . . . . 

“ Grammar cannot regulate even ordinary language . . . , 
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V case of the Besuit. is somewhat differe-nt ' ^ 

Aecordmg to Siddhaata, Sacrifices, Results and Agents can be 
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ground of his /ieZpingf the action . . 
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Next three Adhikaranas treat of the practical applications of (1) 
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The Substance is the channel through which the Quality helps the 
Action . . . . . , , . 

The relationship of the Quality to the animal is due to 

the natural capacity of things 
xA Fine imposed serves to purify the person fined 
The Action of Purchase, as the predominant factor, comes to be 
taken along with both, the Quality and the Substance 

AdhikaraBB (?)• The washing should be done to all vessels: Ko 
significance attaches to the Number (Singular or Plural) 
Connection with what has gone before . . . . . . 

The subject introduced: The Details of the erapioyment of 
Accessories .. .. . 

Visayavakya : ^ Dagapavitrena Graham Sammarsti^ 

Q^iestion : Is the 6 'ammarjana, washing, as laid down to be done 
to only 07ie vessel (on account of the singular number in ‘ graham ' ) , 
or to all the vessels used in the action ? . . 

Question stated in general terras: Does significance attach to the 
Number ? . . . . . . . , . . 

Objection to the question: “Expressions in the Veda must be 
significant ” . . . . ♦ . - • 

Objection answered ; There is no question regarding one vessel 
being signified ; what is open to question is whether or not it 
implies aZZ vessels .. x . .. .. 

Objection reiterated : “ Attaching of significance depends upon the 
intention of the speaker ; as there can be no speaker in the case of 
the Veda, there can be no intention 
Meaning of ‘ Intention ’ explained 

* Vivaksa^ means * acceptance* and * avivakm,* Rejection 
Acceptance depends upon Injunction, not upon mere Assertion . . 
Injunctive potency is direct, when based upon the Bhdvanu, and 
indirect when based upon Karakas . . . . , . 

Question regarding the bringing about of ‘singleness’ is only 
natural, in the case of the sentence Graham Sammarsti ’ 

Another explantion of * Vivahsa ’ ‘ avivakm ’ . . 
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Brahman of the Veda . . . . , . 

Question as finally put: “In the sentence graham satnmarsti, does 
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Purvapaksha: “Number is meant to be significant; hence the 
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tactical Connection ” .. .. .. 

“ Singleness is qualified by the Bhavana” . . 
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The actual denotation of a word cannot be discarded ” 

Above arguments answered .. .. •* 

The purificatory act (of washing) pertains to every one of the pri- 
mary factors (Vessels) .. .. .. 

Purification cannot pertain to the singleness . , . . 

If it did, then the singleness belonging to ail things would be puri- 
fied by the single act of washing 

The same objection cannot apply to the purification pertaining to 
the class denoted by any word . . . . . . • • 

In any case it is only one by one that even all the vessels are 
washed . , . . : • : • • - 

A Purificatory Rite is never enjoined in reference to the Number 
injunction of Singleness as a subordinate factor wotdd be contrary 
to the principle of the Saklvadhikarana (2.1. 12) 

The Accusative does not denote the subordinate factor 
A remoter functioning of words admissible only when the more 
proximate is inadmissible 
In some eases singleness does qualify a substance 
The ease of the phrase * ognE'fy trnani ’ . . 

In this case no significance attaches to the Plural number in ‘ tpiani ' 

Vedic declarations cannot be reproached 

What is predicated is subordinate to something else 
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Adhikaraija (8). No washing is done to the Ladle, etc. (Sutra 10-17) 
Two-fold Furvapaksha (following from the foregoing Adhikarana) : — 
(a) ^‘Just as singleness is not meant to be significant, so is the 
Vessel also not significant; hence the w'ashing is to be done to 
all things that resemble the graha, i.e. the ladles and other 
things; — (6) There is injunction of the washing only, which must 
pertain to the Ladle and all other things ” . . 

Difference between the Adhikarana and that dealing with Amghata 
Siddkanta : There can be no injunction of the W ashing alone by 
itself . . . , 

The Washing must be restricted to the Vessel, because of the parti- 
cular Apurva indicated by the latter . . , . 

Both the Ladle and the Vessel cannot be related to the same 

A pur va . . . . . . . . 

Both the Ladle and the Vessel cannot be washed at the same time 
The intermediate Apurva pointed out by ‘ Graha ’ cannot be passed 
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‘ Agneyya agnidhramupatishthate ’ . . . , . . 1090 

Question : Are the Agmyl verses mentioned in this Injunction 
different from the said Mantras (‘ agna ayahi, etc.’) ?• — (2) Is the 
Upasthana mentioned in the Injunction to be done with those 
same Mantras and also with others ? — or {$) Is it to be don© with 

those Mantras only ? . . .. .. .. .. 1090 

There is no basis for the (I) of these views . . . . . . 1090 

The Bb ashy a puts forward the (2) only .. .. 1090 

Purvapaksha {A) I The Upasthana is to b© done with ^Mantras 

other than ‘ agna dyahi, etc.’ mentioned in bVie Context ” . , 1091 

Purvapaksha (B) : The word ’■ agnByyd stands for all Mantras 
connected with Agni; hence the Upasthana is to be done with all 
such Maiitras — those mentioned in the Context as Vv^eil as otliers” 1091 

“ The Indieath^e Power of all these Mantras supports this view ” . . 1092 

“‘Indicative Power,’ mentioned as more authoritative than 
Context here, stands for ‘ Direct Declaration ’ ” . . . , 1092 

“This involves no contradiction between Indicative Power and 

Context ” . . . . . . . . , . 1093 

“ Compatibility of Direct Declaration with Syntactical Connection, 
as explained under TadbhutddhiJcarana (L2.25) . . . . 1093 

“ Dagatya verses appear as options to the Agneyi verses ” , . 1093 

“ ‘ Agneyya ’ points to the admissibility of the Ddgatya verses also ” 1093 

“ A generic entity cannot serve as an auxiliary to any sacrifice ” . . 1094 

“ The word ^ dgneyV denotes individuals ” . . „ 5 .. 1094 

“ It denotes the verse as qualified by Agni ” . , . . . . . 1094 

Purvapaksha (B) criticises Purvapaksha (A) . . . . 1095 

“The incongruity in (A) is not found in (B) ” . . . . 1095 

‘'“The word ^ dgneyV cannot be taken as pointing only to any 
particular verses connected with agnt^ . . . . .. 1096 

Siddhdnla : Only those Mantras are to be employed in the 

Upasthana which are mentioned in the Context . . . . 1097 

Tlie enjoined Upasthana is performed for the accomplishment of the 
Apurva resulting from the Jyotishtoma sacrifice . . . , 1097 

The Injunction establishes the connection of the particular Mantras 

with the Agyndkra, as an integral factor in the Jyotishtoma . . 1097 

The authority of ‘ Apparent Inconsistency ’ not applicable in the 
case, as there is no ‘ inconsistency ’ at all . . , . 109S 

Anomaly in Purvapaksha (A) , . . , . . . . . . 1098 

Anomaly in Purvapaksha (B) . , . . . . , . 1099 
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Ail saomalies avoided by the Siddhaata ■ _ 

* Syataefcical split ’ inevitable in all qualified Injunctions * ] 

The Injunction in question cannot be taken as laying down the 
connection of the Mantras with the said XJpasthana only (without 
any reference to the Jyotishtoma) .. .. 

As in that case the Injunction, having no connection with a fruit- 
ful action, would be fruitless . . .. . . 

ISro general connection with Jyotishtoma is possible, unless it is 
distinctly mentioned ’ 

The particular Agneyl verses mentioned in the Context, even 
though already employed elsewhere, can be employed in the 
U'pasthana.. ... 

Conclusion: In the XJpasthana oi Agmdhr a, oiAy CaoBo Agneyt 

verses are to be emploj^ed which are found in the Context * . , 


Adtlik^traiia. (9)* Bhaksa Mantras are to be employed in the 
Holding, etc. according to their several significations. . 

Visayavakya: The entire mantra or hymn, beginning with ' Bhaks& 
hi ma viga and Cindmg with. " hkaksayami ' 

Question : Is the whole Mantra to be used in the Eating ? or different 
parts of it are to be used, according to their significations, in the 
Holding, the Seeing and the Digesting ? . . . . 

Furvapaksha : “ The entire Mantra beginning with the root bhaksa, 
the whole of it is to be used in the Bating only ” . . “ . . 

The Holding and other acts are’ mere concomitants of the act of 
Eating ” . . . . . . . . 

** It may be argued ( 1 ) that the words from * vaso ' to ‘ Saghydsam ’ 
are clearly expressive of Holding and (2) that ^ nrcaksasan' is 
expressive of Seeing,— and (3) that the words ‘ hinva me, etc. ‘ are 
ex-piQBsi've oi Digesting *. .. ’ •• 

But all these acts are only concomitants of the one act of Eating 

‘‘ The name * Bhaksdnuvdka’ also favours the view that the entire 
Mantra is to be used in Eating . . 

**The Indications of Names must be accepted, until found to be 
inadmissible .. .. .. .. .. 

Siddhanta : The Mantra is to be used in parts, because the several 
actions of Holding and the rest are enjoined by the peculiar words 
of the Mantra itself . . * • . 

The disjoining of the Mantra into several parts is as set forth on 

p. 1102 .. .. .... 

The syntactical connection of the entire Mantra not admissible , . 

Eating is connected only with the first part, ending with *Bhi" 

The rest of it pertains to other actions, of Holding and the rest , . 

The indication of these actions,— -even though they are implied in 
the Eating — is not futile ; such indication of Holding is necessary 


AdllikarS,llSi ( 10) . Of the Bkaksanuvdka, the words beginning with 
‘ mandrdhhibhutih * and ending’ with * hhakmydmi ’ form a single 
Hymn . . . . . . . . 

Visayavakya : ‘ Mandrdhhihutih..,^ MahsaydmC (the last portion of 
iha Bhalcmnuvdka) .. .. ' .. .. 

Question : Does the whole of this form a single Mantra ? or does it 
contain two Mantras : one ending with * trpyatu ’ and the other 
from ‘ Vasumat ’ down to the end ? 

Furvapaksha : The words, ending with trpyatu si^ifying the single 
act of satisfaction, should be treated as a distinct Mantra ; ac- 
cording to the Siddhanta of the foregoing Adbi|^^jail^a' ^ ‘ 
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Siddhanta : That Action alone can form the object of indication by 

a Mantra which requires a distinct effort for its accomplishment 1107 

For the Satisfying of Hunger there is no distinct effort involved ; 

as there is for the Hofdfngr and other acts . . .. 1107 

Adtlikarana (11). {Hypothetical) The Mantra beginning with 
^ indrapUasya' (in the J5/iaA;fanwt?5A;a) are applicable to all 
with necessary modifications . . .. . . . , 1108 

Subject : There are several cups of Soma offered to several deities; 
is the Mantra in question applicable to the Eating of the remnant 
in the cup dedicated to Indra alone, — the Eating of the remnants 
of other cups being done without Mantra ? or is the Mantra to 
be repeated with the Eating of the remnant of every one of the 
cups ? • • ■ ... . . . . • • • • • • 1 108 

Purvapaksha : [Which stands as the Hypothetical Siddhanta to be 
set aside by the Siddhanta at the end of the Pada] — “ In connec- 
tion with the Eating of the remnant in cups other than that dedi- 
cated to Indra, the Mantra has to be repeated wibh necessary 


modifications” .. .. .. .. .. 1108 

The Bating out of cups of Indra is the archetype . . . . 1 109 

The Mantra, primarily apertaining to this Eating, has to be modified 
when it is used in connection with the Eating out of cups of other 
deities .. .. .. .. .. 1109 

Adhikarana (12). There should be mention of Indrain connection 

with the <8oma (Soma/poured in afresh) .. illO 

The Siddhanta of the foregoing A dhikarana stated at the end of the 

Pada .. .. .. * .. .. .. lUO 

Meaning of * Punardbhyumta ; The Soma-juice poured into 

the cup for other offerings, after one offering has been made . . 110 

Justification of the Inquiry .. . . .. .. lUO 

Question: When out of the same cup offerings have been made to 
more than one deity, should all these deities be mentioned with 
the Mantra recited at the Eating of the remnant in that cup ? or 
only that deity to whom the last offering from the cup has been 

made? .. .. .. .. .. .. 1110 

Subsidiary question: Does the advent of one deity set aside the 
connection of the other ? . . . . . . . . V 

Siddhanta (PreUminary) : All the deities should be named; as the 

cup contains the remnants of the offerings to all . . . . nil 

purvapaksha : “As there are various pourings and out-pourings of 
Soma in the cup, the advent of another deity must set aside all 
connection with the previous deity ” .. .. .. 1111 

Purvapaksha Answered : Connection of the previous deity cannot 
be set aside; because the later deity does not take away the 
remnant of the former offering . . . . .. .. 11 11 

Such connection is established by scriptural injunctions, and hence 

also it cannot be set aside . . . . . . . . 1U2 

The later deity takes up only that much of the material in the 

cup as may have been poured in for its own sake . . . . 1112 


Adhikarana (13). indra shall not be mentioned at the Eating of 
the Pdtinvata 

This is an exception to the principle arrived at in the preceding 

Adhikarana .. .. .. .. .. illS 

Subject-matter : The remnants of the Indra Vayu offering are thrown 
into the Adityasthdll^ from which they are transferred to the 
Agrayariasthall ; then comes the Inj unction ‘ Patnivatamdgrayandt 
grhndtp .. .. ,, .. .. 1118 
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,Questioti': At the Eating of the remnant of th.Q Patmmta offering, 
slionM there be mention of deities other than Patnivata l 
Purmpahsha': ‘*All the deities should be mentioned, the Mantra 
m * Indramyupatnlvatpltaaya, etoP .. .. 

Siddhania : Difference between the present and the preceding Adhi- 
karajga ■■■ . . . . . . . . . ' ' 

'i'he connection of the previous deities — Indra and Vayu — is set 
aside_when the Remnant is poured from its former receptacle to 
the Agrayayiasthali, out of w^hich latter the Patmvata offering is 
made ' ■ , ; . . . . . ■ ■ ... ■ . 

Conclusion : Only one deity, Patlnvaty is to be mentioned in this 
case .. .■ . . ... ... 

Adhikarana (14). There should be no mention of Tvastr at the 
Eating of the remnant of the Pdtnlvata offering 
Visayavdkya : The Mantra occurring in connection with the Pdtnlvata 
offering : ‘ Agnal patnlvdn sajurdevena tvastrd somam piba ’ 
Question : Should the deity Tvastr be mentioned at the Eating of 
the Pdtnlvata offering ? 

Furvapaksha : Tvastr must be mentioned at tho Eating; as he 
has been spoken of as drinking the Soma in the company of 
Patnivat*’ 

iSiddhdnta: Tvastr should not be mentioned; (a) as what the 
Mantra denotes is only Tvastr’s companionship with Patnivat, 
and not his drinking of Soma ; — and (b) as Direct Injunction is 
more authoritative than Man trie Indication 
Direct Injunction mentions the deific character of Patnivat, while 
that of Tvastr can only be indicated by the Mantra 
Even if he were ‘ drinker of Soma,’ that could not make him the 
‘ deity ’ of the offering 

Tne Mantra does not indicate that Tvastr is such a deity 

Adhi katana (15). At the Eating of the Patnlvata remnant, there 
should be no mention of the * Thirty and three ’ . . . . 

Subject-matter : Application of the preceding Adhikarana to an- 
other case 

Visayavdkya : The Mantra ^Aibhiragne, .patnlvatastrlmgatasirirnga 
, . . .mddayasva ’ 

Question : Should the ‘ Thirty and Three ’ deities be mentioned at 
the Eating of the Pdtnlvata remnant ? . . 

Purvapaksha : ** The principle of the preceding Adhikarana cannot 
apply to the present case ; as it differs in several points from the 
preceding Adhikarana ” 

The points of difference explained ” 

‘‘ The two deities cannot be treated as optional alternatives ” 

“ Both being taken together, both should be mentioned at the time 
of the Eating of the Remnant” 

Siddhdnta : There should be no mention of the ‘ Thirty and Three 
gods’ at the Eating of the Pdtnlvata remnant , . . . 

The Mantra does not indicate the deific character of the ‘ Thirty 
and Three ’ . . . . . . 

The Mantra cannot be taken as recalling this deific character 
' Patnlvata ’ is a name for Agni, not for the * Thirty and Three ’ . . 

Adhik^traua (16). Anuvasatkdra should not be mentioned at the 
Eating . . , . . . . . ■ 

Visayavdkya: * Soma-sydgrS vihityanuvasaikarotP 

Question : Should this Anuvasatkdra be mentioned at the Eating ? 
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Purmpaksha: “ Anuvasatkara, being the deity mentioned in the 
Injunction ; and also indicated by the Mantra, must be mentioned 
at the Bating.” .. .. .. . . . . 1122 

Siddhanta : Anummtkara is not mentioned in the Primary Sacrifice, 1122 
Even when it appears, Anuvasatkara does not do anything for the 

Sacrifice ,, .. .. .. .. • •• 1122 

Therefore it should not be mentioned at the eating . . . , 1122 

Adhikarana (17). Remnants of ofierings other than that made to 

Indra should be eaten without Mantra .. .. .. 1123 

This embodies the real Siddhanta of Adhikarana (11) . , . . 1123 

There should be no modifications in Mantras in accordance with 

the Deity the remnant of whose ofiering is being eaten . . 1123 

'I'he remnants, therefore, of offerings to deities other than Indra, 
should be eaten, without Mantra .. , . .. 1123 

The various repetitions of the same act that occur in course of any 
sacrifice— the Jyotistoma, e.g.— are not so many distinct acts . . 1123 

The Mantra ‘ Indrapliasga' cannot connect the Soma exclusively 
with Indra only . , . . . . . . . . H23 

All that it indicates in the connection of Soma with Indra . . 1124 

Or it may indicate the eonnectioh of Soma with Indra among others 1 1 24 

The Soma is equally connected with all the deities ; hence the 
offerings to them are not related to each other by any relation of 
subserviency .. .. 1124 

Conclusion : The Mantra is to be used only at the Eatiug of the 
Remnant of the cup dedicated to Indra . . . . . . 1124 

Adhikarana (18). The Eating of the Remnanfc in the cup dedi- 
cated to Indra-Agni is to be done without Mantra . . . . 1125 

Question : Is the Mantra * Indrapltasya^ etc.' to be used at the Eating 
of the Remnants of offerings to Indra along with another deity 9 , , 1125 

PurvapaJcsha : “ The Mantra is to be used in all such cases ” , . 1125 

The present case is not analogous to 2. 1 . 27 ” . . . . 1126 

The qualification mentioned in the Mantra, ‘ IndrapUasya^ being 
applicable to offerings where Indra is joint-deity, the said 
Mantra should be used at the Eating of the remnants of such 
offerings” .. .. .. .. .. 1126 

Siddhanta : The Mantra should apply only to those cases where 

Indra is the only deity .. .. .. 1126 

In reality the Remnant can never be * IndrapiAa^ '• what has been 
drunk by Indra ’ . . 

The word * IndrapiAa ' can only mean ‘ what has been offered to 
Indra ' , . . . . , , . . . , 

The word therefore cannot apply to what is offered to Indra- Agni 1127 

Adhikarana (19). The Mantra ^Qayatracohandaaah, etc.’ are appli- 
cable to the offerings in connection with which several metres 
are used . . . . . . . . . . . . 1128 

This is an exception to the foregoing Adhikarana . . . , 1128 

Visayavakya : The Mantras beginning with ‘ Gayatracchandasah ’ 
occurring in the Bhahsanuvdka Hymn . . . . . . 1128 

Question : Is this Mantra applicable to only that Soma-offering 
wherein the Gdyatrl is the metre used, or to those also at which 
several metres are used ? .. .. .. .. 1128 

PurvapaJcsha: “According to the conclusion arrived at in the 
preceding Adhikarana, it is applicable to that offering only where 
the Gdyatri is the only metre used ” , . . , , . 1128 

Siddhanta : The Mantra should apply to all offerings . . . , U28 



CONTBNTS, 


XCIX: 


The final Siddhanta deduced from the last nme Adhikaranas 
(Sutras 27-42)'— on the authority of .. 

(a) Hone of the Eatings is to be done without Mantra . . 

{h) The Mantra to be used at all is * Indrapltsya, etc.,'' without any 
modifications , . . . . . 

(c) ^ Indr apita^ stands f or that Savana at which Soma is drunk by 
Indr a, and as such includes all offerings made during that Savana 

(d) * Indrapitasya'' quekWeB ^ pratahsavana, not iSoma^ 

(e) Hence as all Soma- offerings are connected with the Pratah- 

savana, (which is called also Indraplta-savana), the eating of the 
remnant of every one of these is to be done with the Mantra 
‘ Indrapitasya, etc,' . , . . 


pada m. 

hikarana (1). and the rest are properties of the Veda 

Subject-matter and connection with the preceding section : Applicabi- 
lity of Mantras baaed upon Syntactical Connection (the preceding 
pdda having dealt with their applicability, based upon Indicative 
Power) . . . . , . , . . . . 

Visayavdkya : ‘ Uccairrcd kriyate , . . . Yadi riktaulvanam knrute etc/ 
Question: Does the term ' rk^ here, stand for Verse (as defined 
under 2.1.35) or for the Rigveda, with its entire set of ‘ Mantras 
and Brahmanas V ? .. 

Question justified .. 

Purvapaksa : “ The qualification refers to the Verse, according to 
the conclusion arrived at under 1.4.29 

Rk being taken for Verse is not inconsistent with the Veda'"* 
Verges (rk), Songs (Sama) and Prose (Yajus) are duly differentia- 
ble, hence their respective qualifications of Loudness and the rest 
could be easily applied ** .. .. . . ■ . . 

*‘The Veda texts on the other hand are intermingled, hence the 
qualifications could not be applied properly 
“ Applying of the name to entire Veda texts would lead to over- 
lapping and other anomalies . ... 

Ho such class ‘ vahyatva ’ can be assumed 

Siddhania : The qualification pertains to the entire Feda 

^ Prdyadargana* explained . . 

* Fraye ’ explained 
‘ Feda-prSj/a’ explained 

Arthavada appearing after Injunction is weaker in authority 
Arthavada appearing before Injunctions is stronger in authority . . 
Basing of comparative strength of sentences upon precedence or 
sequence is possible only when the sentences are independent of 
one another 

In case in question, the Injunction and the Arthavada treating 
of the same subject, the loudness and the rest are connected with 
the previous sentence . . . - . . 

It is the Veda mentioned in the Arthavada that is recognised as 
that in reference to which we have the subsequent Injunction of 
loudness and the rest. . 

The * Veda ’ need not be taken as standing for a part only 
The meaning thus is — ‘ Inasmuch as the Veda has come out of Agni 
(Arthavada) it should be recited (Injunction) ' ’ .. 

Conclusion : The properties pertain to the Vedas . . ‘ . * • 

The word * Rk * is often found to indicate the whole Veda , ; I . . 
" Veda ’ used in the sense of Mdrdrdi QXdf figuratively . . 

Sutra (4) transposed by the Vartika to end of Adhikarana (after 
' Sutra 8) ' . . i . . ; ! ^ ! rf !■ i ‘ ' 
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In ordinary parlance also the name * rh* is applied to the entire 
Veda, : ^ .. , ' ■..'■■■ * '■ ...... 

Similarly with the names ‘ ‘ Sama^ and ‘ Yajus\ . . 

‘ ’ the name f or the three Vedas . . 

^ TravidyV is ‘ one who knows the three Vedas ^ . . 

" TrayV is never used in the sense of * verse,’ ^ songs ’ and ‘ prose ’ . . 

The mere fact of a text being found in a certain Veda does not 
entitle it to be named after that Veda .. .. 

A -yerse occurring in the Yajurveda is not called * yajus ’ 

The property of ‘ loudness ’ therefore will not be precluded from 
that verse - . . . . . 

What is enjoined in one Veda is to be done in accordance with that 
Veda 

Hence a Mantra is called after the name of that Veda in which its 
use may be enjoined .. 

Connection with Veda, being indicated by syntactical connection, 
cannot be set aside by any indication by Context . . 

Saina is never found separate from Bk : ‘ Rcyadhyudham sdma ’ . . 

Hence if * rk ’ stood for verse, the property of Rk. would impose 
itself upon the Sama also .. .. 

In that case the separate Injunction regarding the ‘loudness’ of 
Sama would be redundant .. .. 

This anomaly is avoided if ‘ rfc’ stands for the Veda . , 

There are very few Samas that are not based upon . . 

Conclusions: The properties of Loudness and the rest pertain to 
the Vedas .. , , . .. . . 
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Adhik^rana. (2) , in the Adhana the singing is to be done slowly . . 1141 

Subject-matter: a case where the Primary sacrifice is laid down 
in one Veda (e.g. the Adhdna, Fire-laying, is prescribed in the 
Yajurveda), and it has an accessory laid down in another Veda 
(e.g. the singing of Varavantlya Sama, is prescribed in the Sama- 
veda) .. .. .. .. .. .. 1141 

Question : Is the singing to be done quietly (in acoordarice with the 
slowness laid down for the Yajurveda), or loudly (in accordance 
with the Zowdnesalaid down for the Samaveda) I . . . . 1141 

Purvapaksha : ‘ ‘ Inasmuch as the properties in question pertain 
to each unit by itself, the act is to be done in accordance with 
the property pertaining to that Veda to which that unit belongs” 1 141 

Siddhdnta : The property belonging to the Primary will set aside 

that belonging to the Accessory .. .. ,, 1141 

The two properties being incompatible with each other, one has 

to be rejected .. .. .. .. .. i 141 

Rejection of the property of the Primary would involve its disrup- 
tion .. .. ..1. ^ .. 1142 

Inasmuch as Fire-laying belongs to the Yajurveda, the Sama sung 

in connection therewith is to be sung quietly . . . . 1142 

No justification for the view that only that much of the Fire-laying 

is done quietly as is prescribed in the Yajurveda . . . . 1 142 

Because according to 11.2.7 the Accessories are enjoined as along 
with the Primary . . . . ,, .. .. 1142 

Though Xowdness is the inherent property of Sama-singing, yet its 
connection with a Primary enjoined in the Yajurveda imposes 
upon it the property of this latter Veda . . . . . . 1 143 

The Accessory is not the principal factor . . . . . . 1143 

The property of the Accessory is never imposed upon the Primary 1143 

Hence loudness cannot be imposed upon Fire-laying . . . . 1143 

In connection with Dargapurnamasa, Accessories are laid down in 

two Vedas . . ' , . . . . . . . i 144 
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ut to all would belong the quiet form, which is the specific prop- 
erty of the primary Dar^apurnamasa, in view of its being 
prescribed in the Yajurveda .. .. .. .. 1144 

ut when we have distinct Injunctions regarding the tone of parti- 
cular accessories, these directions have to be obeyed and diverse 
tones admitted . . . . . . . . . . 1 144 

Ca^s of PagubandhUi Isti, Dthmntydy Jyotifihtoma, Prdyanlya, 

Atithya, Upasal, Ajydbhdga, Anubandhya, Avabhrtha^ Udayanlya 1144, 1145 
The tone of the Savamya is regulated by the particular Savana in 

which it occurs .. .. .. .. . . 1146 

The Savana is the container of the Mantra used at it . . . , 1146 

5'/oifr a, etc. may be accessories to the .. .. .. 1140 

The principle laid down is applicable to all ectypes of the Jyotis- 

toma . . . . . . . . . . . . 1147 

There is room for the admitting of tones peculiar to more than one 

Veda . . . . . . . . . - . . 1 147 

The quietness of the Yajurveda is applicable to all Darvi-homas . . 1148 

The loudness of the Rk. and Sdma Vedas would find room in 

accessories other than the obligatory ones . . . . 1148 

The accessories of the Jyotistoma that come after the Sutya take 

the tone of the Veda in which they occur . . . * . . 1148 

Samas connected with Fire-laying must be sung quietly . . 1 148 

Originative and Applicatory Injunctions . . . . . . 1149 

Adhikarana (B): The Adhikarana is turned upon the c msideration 
of the comparative strength of Originative and iVpplicatory 
injunctions . . .. .. . . . . 1149 

Question: Where something has its origin mentioned in one Veda, 
but its application is laid down in another Veda, tte properties 
of which Veda will it take ? . . . . . . . . 1149 

Purvapaksha : “As origination always precedes application, the 
property adopted should be that of the Veda in which the Origi- 
native Injunction occurs ” .. .. .. .. 1150 

Siddhdnta : The property adopted should be that of the Veda in 

which the Applicatory Injunction occurs . . . . . . 1150 

The Adhikarana expounded in a third manner (C) . . . . 1 150 

Question : In cases where the origination and application of a certain 
detail are ‘ non-concomitant,' with the properties of which Veda 
should it be equipped ? . . . . . . . . 1 150 

Purvapaksha : ** It should take the properties of the originative 
Veda'’ .. , .. .. .. 1150 

Siddhanta : It should take the properties of the Applicatory Veda U50 
The Adhikarana expounded in fourth manner (D) . . , . 1150 

Question : In cases where the Primary is found in one Veda and the 
Accessory in another, after which Veda is the accessory to be 

called? .. .. .. .. .. 1150 

Purvapaksha: “It should be called after that in which it is itself 
mentioned ” . . . . , . . . - . 1 150 

Siddhdnta : It should be called after that in which its Primary 

occurs .. .. .. .. 1150 

This Siddhdnta (of D) means the rejection of 3.7.51 , . . . 1151 

The Second Exposition (B) based upon the comparative strength of 

the originative and the applicatory Injunctions is the right one . . 11 51 

Adhikarana (3). The Jyotishtoma belongs to the Yajurveda .. 1152 

Subject-matter : The consideration of questions regarding the Veda 

after which certain Primary actions are to be called , ' .. .. 1152 
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Subject-matter of the Adhikarana : The Upasads in relation to 

* Sahna ' and ^ Ahlnay .. .. .. .. 1223 

Question: Three upasads belonging to the Sdhna (Jyotishtoma), do 
the twelve upasads belong to the Ahlna sacrifices only, or to the 
Jyotishtoma also ? .. .. . . . . 1223 

‘ Sahna * is Jyotishtoma • * , * • * • • • 

‘ Ahlna * are the Dvadagaha and other sacrifices that last for more 
than 12 days •. .. .. .. 1223 

Preliminary question: Can the name ^ Afema* apply to the Jy otish-^ 

toma .. .. .. .. .. ' 1223 

The connection of the Twelve upasads with the Jyotishtoma would 
rest upon Context^ while that with the Ahlna only would rest 
upon Direct (pruti .. .. .. .. .. 1223 

The present question turns upon the conflict between Context and 

Qruti .. .. .. .. 1223 

Purvapaksha: “It is clear from the Context that the Twelve 

upasads belong to the Jyotishtoma” .. .. 1224 

“ This does not involve a contradiction of Qruti ” . . . , 1224 

“The name Ahlna is applicable to the Jyotishtoma, in the sense 

of being a-hlna^ not defective ” . . . . . . . . 1224 

“The name ‘ ahlna'' really applies to a group of sacrifices extending 
over several days ^ — the above application to Jyotishtoma is sup- 
ported by the Context ” • • . . . . . . 1224 

‘ Ahlna y as applied to the Jyotishtoriia, means what is not liable 
to retrenchment as regards gifts, ete^T^accord^g to Bhashya” , , , . 1224 

The criticised ^ . 1224 

“ ‘ Ahlna^^ as applied to Jyotishtoma, hieans whai does riot ctbandon ' 
any sacrifice ” > . : ? . ' ' : - , . •' ' " I-'',? " I 1224 
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Siddhania : The Jyotishtoma, not being an AMna sacrifice, uuist 
be disj oined from the twelve upasads 
Jyotishtoma is called ‘ mukhya,’ ‘principal,’ becanse it is the first 
to be performed .. .. , . ^ ^ ^ . . . 

It has no connection with Ahtna . . 

Hence the ‘twelve upasads’ mentioned in connection with the 
Ahma can have no connection with Jyotishtoma . , . . 

The name ‘ Ahma ’ cannot apply to the Jyotishtoma , in any manner 
The name ^ Ahina' cannot apply to the Jyotishtoma, 

,, ,, ,, ,, ,, in its sense 

Ahma " must l3e the name of sacrifices extending over a mmiber of 


days . . . . 

The very fact of Ahma being mentioned separately shows that it is 
meant to be something distinct from the Jyotishtoma 
The twelve upasads should be taken apart from the Jyotishtoma , . 
The above exposition of the Adhikarana criticised . . . . 

It is not right for the details of one sacrifice (the Ahlna) to be laid 
down in the context of another sacrifice (the Jyotishtoma) 

The ‘twelve upasads’ have already been enjoined in the context 
of the twelve sacrifices elsewhere . . » . - . 

The sentence in question therefore can be the Injunction of the 
three upasads only 

The mention of ‘ twelve upasads ’ in the passage, is only an Artha- 
vdda, in praise of the Jyotishtoma . . . . . . 

Right exposition of the Adhikarana — according to the Vartika 
Question of the Adhikarana : Is the name yAMna" applicable to 
the Jyotishtoma, for which the sentence presents an accessory 
in the shape of the ‘ twelve upasads ’:—or is the mention of the 
‘ twelve upasads ’ meant to serve some other purpose ’ ? 

Even so, the question turns upon the Conflict between Context and 
Qruti . . . . A . . . . . 

Furvapaksha : “ The ‘ twelve upasads ’ must belong to the Jyotish- 
toma, as they are mentioned in the Context of this sacrifice ” 
Si’ddhanta : The ‘ twelve upasads ’ belong, not to the Jyotishtoma, 
but to the sacrifices extending over several days, in connection 
with which they are directly prescribed by 
Some justification for the Bhashya’s Exposition of the Adhikarana 


Adhikarana (9). The Pratipats are to be taken apart, along with 
the Kul ay a, etc. .. 

Visayavdhya : ' Yuvam hi sthah svahpati . . . .pratipadam kuryat . ... 
bahubhyo yajamdnebhyah" .. .. 

Question : Do the two Pratipats herein mentioned find place in tiie 
Jyotishtoma, — or are they taken along with the Kuldya and the 
Dviratral.. .. 

Difference between this and the foregoing Adhikarana . . 

Slddhdnta (in accordance with the foregoing Adhikarana): The 
sentence does not lay down the duality or plurality of the Yaja- 
mana . . , . , . . . , . , . 

Duality or Plurality of Yajamana is put forward only as the condi- 
tion for the use of the one or the other Pratipat 

The Duality and Plurality of Yajamana cannot pertain to the 
Jyotishtoma . . .. . . ^ ^ ^ ^ , 

The Duality and Plurality of Yajamana are present in the Kulaya 
and other sacrifices i. 

Conclusion : The Pratipats should be disjoined from the Context of 
the Jyotishtoma 

Objection against the Siddhdnta: “The Duality and Plurality of 
Yajamana may find pace in the Jyotishtoma as optional alter- 
natives ” . . . . 
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“Even i! they are not distinctly laid down, they may be taken as 
■ implied'" ■, . ■ '' 1230 ■' 

•‘ The Injunction of the Fratipats itself justifies the assumption of 
Qruti texts presenting the performance of the Jyotishtoma by hoo 
or more Yajamanas .4 .. .. . . 123 ' 

05/eciJon anst^jered ; The Jyotishtoma, in its very origin, is connect- 
ed With only one Yajarnana .. .4 .. 123 i 

^ Prakrti' in the sense of the ‘subject of the Frakarana or Con- 
text’ 4 4 . 4 4 4 . 4 4 4 * 4 . J23l 

The sentence in question cannot imply the presence of several Yaja- 
manas at the Jyotishtoma i . .. .4 ■ ,, 1231 

The ‘ duality ’ of the Yajaraana cannot refer to the sacrificer’s wife 1232 
Such duality would apply to all sacrifices .. .. . . 1232 

‘ Kmuine vasdnau,' at the Adhana is taken to refer to the sacrificer 

and his wife .. .. .. .. ..1232 

The Pratipats should be separated from Jyotishtoma . . . . 1233 

Thus this is a case of context being superseded by • • 1233 

Adhikarana (10). The Jdghanl is not disjoined from the Context 1234 

Subject-matter : Exception to the general rule regarding the factors 

being disjoined from their context .. .. .. 1234 

Visayaodlcya : * Jdghanyd patmh aamydjayantV .. .. 1234 

Question: Does the sentence lay down t\\Q Fatnlsamydj a as sanc- 
tifying the Jdghanl (Animal’s Tail),— or does it lay down the 
Jdghani with reference to the Painlsamydjas ? . . . . 1234 

‘ Jdghanl is the tail of the Agmsomiya animal . . . . 1234 

In the former ease the Jdghanl would be disjoined from its context, 
and not so, in the latter case .. .. .. 1234 

Pffrvapaksha : “The sentence lays down the sanctification of the 
Jdghanl by the Patfitsamydjas ” .. .. . . 1235 

“ The Patnlsamydjas of the Darga-Purpamasa do not lose anything 
by being disjoined from the .. 1235 

“The connection of the Patnlsamydjas with the Pa<?u — sacrifice is 
implied” 4 . .* .. .. 1235 

Siddhdnta : The Injunction is of the Jdghanl . . . . 1236 

The Injunction is not to be disjoined from the context . . . . 1236 

The sentence cannot refer to the Patnlsamydjas of the Pa 9 u — sacri- 
fice 4 . .4 , . 4 4 4 . . . 4 1236 

The Fatnuamydjas cannot be torn from the context . . . . 1236 

Ths sentence in question does not contain the injunction of any 

new sacrifice . , .. .. .. 1237 

The Jdghanl is not to be disjoined from the context . . . . 1237 

Ohjection: “The Jdghanl being the part of an animal, could not 

be used (as pointed out on p, 1235) . . . . . . 1237 

Ansv:er : The word ‘ Jdghanl' denotes a limb of the animal, which 
can be easily obtained •• .. .. 1238 

Conclusion : The Jdghanl is an accessory in the Painlsamydja per- 
formed along with Dar^a-Purnamasa .4 4 . 4 . 1238 

Adilikarasia (11). The Joining together of the slabs should find a 

pl&oe s>mong the Sainsf has .. . . .. 1239 

Subject-matter : Conflict and non-conflict between syntactical con- 
nection and context . . . , . . . . . . 1239 

Visayavahya : Birghasorm santridydd dhriyai,"* which lays down 
the separation and the joining together of two stone- slabs — for 
the pounding of Soma .. * . . ' ; 1239 

Question : Does ‘ Dlrghasoma * here stand for the Jyotishtoma ? — or ' 

for the Jyotishtoma as performed by a ‘ dlrghaQ tall, person ? — or b 
to the Uktha and other Samstfias of the Jyotishtoma ? — or to the : - 
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Sattra and Ahina sacrifices that extend over several days ?— or 
to all sacrifices except the Agnishtoma ? .. -• . . 123§ 

Furmpaksha (Preliramary) : ** The Joining together of slabs men- 
tioned in the sentence should not foe disjoined from the - 

tomay which is what is called ‘ Dirghasoma’ ” . . . . 1239 

" ‘ The Joining together therefore is not taken apart from its context ” 
(preliminary) ; The Joining together mnst be separated 
from its context, because of the mention of the Dirghasoma . . 1240 


The name ‘ Dirghasoma'' can apply only to that sacrifice which is 

the Zongcai among Soma-sacrifices .. .. .. 1241 

The name therefore excludes all Soma-sacrifices .. . . 1241 

The Jyotishioma is not ‘ longer’ than any Soma-sacrifice . . 1241 

‘ Dirghasoma'* therefore must stand for Somarsacrifices other than 
the J yotishtoma .. •• .• . . .. 1241 

Objection : So long as ^ Dirghasoma ’ can be explained in a manner 

consistent with the indications of the Context, it is not right to 
take it otherwise ” . , . . . . 1241 

"‘The term may meoxi ^ the J yotishtoma performed by a dirgha, 
tall, person ’ .. , . . ’ .. •• • * 1241 

Answer : The epithet ‘ dlrghaj ‘ long must apply to the sacrifice, 

not to the sacrificer .. , . .. .. .. 1242 

The Joining together is for producing more durability, and this 

would be needed only for sacrifices extending over several days . . 1242 

That it is for the purpose of durability, is indicated by the Ariha- 

vada * dhrtyai ’ . . , . . * . . . . 1242 

The ‘Joining together’ therefore should find place in the second 
and subsequent of the .. .. 1243 

Objection — embodying the Final Purvapaicsha : “The special effort 
for obtaining durability would be as needless in connection with 
each of the Samsthas, as in connection with the performance of 
the Jyotishtoma by a tall person” . . . . . . 1243 

“ The Joining together therefore should be entirely separated from 
the Jyotishtoma, in all its Samsthds ” . . . . . . 1214 

Final Siddhdnta : The Joining together should pertain to the Ukthya 
and other Samsthas of the Jyotishtoma . . . . - . 1244 

The Arthavada ‘ dhrtyai* would not be meaningless in this case . . 1245 

The J oining together should be restricted to the later Samsthas only T245 

There can be no distinct Context relating to the Samsthas . . 1245 

The Joining together therefore must appertain to all Soma-sacrifices 
with the sole exception of the Agnishtoma, which is the first 

of the Jyotishtoma .. .. .. .. 1245 

Adilikaraiia (12). The prohibition of the Pravargya refers to the 

first performance , . . . . . . , , , 1247 

‘ Yai pravargyam pravrhjatij mentions the Pravargya, which is 
connected with the Jyotishtoma , . . . . . 1247 

pravargya is mentioned in the Kaushltahl Brahmana in the context 

of the Jyotishtoma . . . , , , . . . . 1247 

Visayavakya: ‘ Na prathamB Yajhe pravrhjyat* . . . . 1247 

Question: Does the ‘first sacrifice’ here mentioned refer to the 
JyoHshpma and all its Samsthas ? — or only to the first performance 
of the Jyotishtoma ? ^ .. .. .. 1247 

Pilrvapaksha : First sacrifice must stand for the entire Jyotishtoma, 

this being in keeping with the Context” . . . . ' . . 1247 

“ The fact of the Prohibition applying to the entire Jyotishtoma is 
indicated also by syntactical connection” . . . , 1248 

Siddhanta : The term * first * refers to the performance ,— it stands 
for that operation of the performance which precedes ail his other 
operations .. .. .. 1248 
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Pravangja or its prohibition applicable only to Soma sacrifices . . 1249 

The term * first * must be in reference to the second and subsequent 
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A further Injunction of the Pramrgya in the Taittirfya text : Agni~ 
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Diversity of opinion regarding this Injunction .. .. 1250 

(rC It applies to the First Performance, and sets aside the above- 
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toma and the Injunction to the Agnishtoma section . . . . 1250 

This view is not acceptable .. * .. .. 1250 

(n) 111 regard to the first performance of the we have the 

Prohibition only, while in regard to the Agnishtoma we have the 
Prohibition as well as the Injunction, and hence in this latter the 
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Objections against this view . . .. .. .. 1250 
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‘ Yah pravargyamt etc.* refers to the original sacrifice . . .. 1253 

It applies to a sacrifice where we have the Upasads . . . . 1253 

We have the Upasads in the Jyotishtoma . . . . . . . 1253 
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‘ Agnishtotne pravrnakii' serves to point out the occasional permissi- 
bility (at the Agnishtoma section) of what has been prohibited in 
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Performance and non-performance of the Pravargya are optional 
alternatives, even when the sentence is a Paryudasa .. .. 1254 

The two optional alternatives we have in regard to the First Per- 
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The modifications of the Jyotishtotha could not be * first perfor- 
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Adhikaraxiat (1 3) . [introductory to next Adhikarana] The grinding 

of Pushan*s share is to be done at the Vikrti — sacrifices . . 1256 

Visayavdkya : ‘ Tasmat pushd prapiahtahhdgak^ adatko hi sah * . . 1256 
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tanees, or only in. that of Rice*?] " \ > /A’’ K*' h*' ■ ' 1257 
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The negative ‘ na ’ that ‘ it is not that the help is to be accorded by 
false speaking ’ . . .. .. •• 

The whole sentence ‘ nanrtam vadet ’ signifies the prohibition of that 
falsity which is possible in the speaking done for the sake of the 
sacrifice . . . - . . 

This means that when the priest officiating at a sacrifice has said 
one thing, he should not say anything to contradict what he has 
said . . . . . . * • ' • 

Use of the Adhikarana : If the sentence in question were merely 
descriptive of what is enjoined in the Smrti, then the infringe- 
ment of the prohibition would involve the expiatory rite pres- 
cribed in the Smyti ; but if it is an Injunction by itself, the 
expiatory rite due to its infringement would be that prescribed in 

the Veda , . . . . , * , . . , . 

Such an Expiatory Kite consists in the pouring of libations with the 
AnuahdryapacanaBivQ 

The Veda prescribes expiatory rites in connection with delinquencies 

occurring in course of sacrifices V. .. .. 

Practical diSerences involved between the Punnpaksha and 

theories .. .. .. . . ^ 

The meaning of the sentence according to the Purva 2 :>aksha — ‘ I’here 
should be no falsity in the benedictory declarations made by the 
Yafamana lor his own purification ' . , 

The meaning according to the Siddhanta — * In all the speaking that 
is done, by the Yajamana or the Priests, during a sacrifice. 
Lying should be avoided ’ 

Adhikarana (5). The actions relating to the ‘Yawning person' 
should find place in the Context 

Subject-matter : Conflict between Context and Indicative power, and 
between Context and Syntactical Connection 
Visayavakya : (a) The Injunction of ‘ Tirthasnaina/ and (b) that 
the reciting of the I\Iantra‘ mayi daksakratu , etc.’, — as to be doTif- 
every time that one . . • • •• • * 

Question : Do the actions pertain to the Agent only ? — Or to the 
Agent as connected with a sacrifice ? — Or to the sacrifice only ? . . 
According to preceding Adhikarana, the Actions should pertain to 
the sacrifice 

Pilrvapahsha : “ The actions pertain to the Agent only in accordance 
with 3.3.15 

“ The first action of Tirthaandna, the bathing which cleanses the 
body, must pertain to the Man ” 

The second act of Reciting also can be done by the Man only” 
Siddhanta : The actions are purificatory of the Man connected with 
the sacrifioe .. . . .. . . 

If the actions are eomiected with the Agent only, we reject the 
indications of the Context .. .. 

If the actions are connected with the Sacrifioe only, we reject the 
indications of Indicative Power and Syntactical Connection 
The Siddhanta theory — that the Actions belong to the Agent engaged 
in sacrifice-— mYolvQS the rejection of none of the above three 
The purification brought about by the reciting of the Mantra in 
question pertains to that ‘ yawning person ’ {Jahjabhyamdna) 
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who is engaged in foritigiag about the of fche Dar<;a 

pumaniasa' Sacrifice .. 

Bhashya criticised and justified .. 

The case in question is not analogous to that of the Ahma . ! 

Adflikataiia (6). The acts of threatening and the like pertain to 
the human agent 

Vimyavahya: ^ Deva vai ^.amyiim abruvan. ,yo brahman ay avaguret, 
•etc., etc.' . . ' . . . . . . , ' 

' (^amyu ’ is the collective name for the acts of ‘ tlireateniuot/ ‘ strik- 
ing ' and ‘ wounding ’ the Brahtnana . . . . ' 

Question : Do the acts prohibited appertain to the Agent or to the 
Sacrifice ? ' . ' ■ . . 

Furvapahsha : “ The acts referred to are those done for the sake of 
the Sacrifice " 

••The acts of threatening and the rest are possible to be done in 
connection with the Sacrifice '' , * 

Siddhanta: The acts cannot be restricted to the Context (of the 
sacrifice) only .. .. .. 

The acts must pertain to the Man, not to the Sacrifice 
The penalties prescribed can relate to Man only 
The Qamyu is declared in the Veda as making over all Brahma nas 
to the protection of the Gods 

All this goes to show that the Acts appertain to Man in general, 
not only to the Man engaged in the sacrifice 

Adhikaraiia (7). The prohibition of eonversi ig with a Woman in 
her courses pertains to Man in general 
Vimyavahya : ‘ MalavadvaKasa na sanivadBl ,' , . ‘ nasya annamadyat' 

‘ Malamadvasas ’ is the Woman in her courses 
Question : Does the prohibition contained in the sentence pertain 
to the Sacrifice ? — Or to man as engaged in the sacrifice ? — Or to 
Man in general ? 

Piirvapaksha : The prohibition refers to the words ^ patni em tf. 

lohdhf' which the sacrificer addresses to his wife during the Dar^a* 
purnamasa sacrifice ; hence it must pe-tain to yuan as engaged in 
the sacrifice " . . 

Siddhanta : The prohibition refers to Man in general ; conversation 
with the wife in her courses being impossible during the sacrifice, 
in view of the direction that the wife in that condition should be . 
removed from the place 

Yo^sya v?dtyB*ham patnl andlambhuka syat idmaparudhya yajnia 
Smrti-rules prohibiting such general conversation with the Woman 
are based upon the prohibition under discussion 

* Nasya annamadyat ’ means that ‘ one should not have intercourse 

with the Woman in her courses ’ , . . * . : 

• Anna^ =iabhyahjana=mraksana (among the Latas)=Int8rcours©. . 

No * intercourse’ possible during the sacrifice " . . 

Hence this prohibition must refer to Man in general 
As the prohibition, of * conversing’ stands on the same footing as 
that of * intercourse,’ both must appertain to Man in general . . 

Adhikarana (8), The wearing of gold pertains to man in general. . 
Visayavahya : {a) ‘ Tasmat amarnam Mmnyam hhdryam ’ (&) * Suva- 
sasd bhavitavyam* .. . * ; 

Question: Are the ‘ wearing of bright .gold ^ and {&) ‘ clean clothes' 
prescribed as to be done by man ^ sacrifice. Or by men 

in general ? • » , • • i T’ 
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Purmpaksha : “The wearing of bofch refers fco man engaged in a 

sacrifice” .. .. .. .. i3S:2 

Siddhanta: The Injunctions pertain to man in general . . . ; 1382 

There is no reason for connecting them with the performance of 

any sacrifiice .. .. .. , , .. 1382 

Objection to the Siddhanta : ‘ \Th6 lnlm-iet\on , even thoxigh. qimli&LQd , 

must pertain to a sacrifice ” .. .. . . .. 1383 

“ The connection with a sacrifice may be assumed ” . . .. 1383 

‘‘The sentence must mean the wearing of gold and clothes, as 

subsidiary to a sacrifice .. .. .. 1383 

^ Biranya" is defined as that gold which bears its natural bright 

ness” . , . . , . ^ . . . . • • 1383 

“The name ‘ also justifies the connecting of the said 

wearing with the sacrifice ” .. .. .. .. 1384 

“ The form of the verb * bhdryam' indicates that gold (Hirat>ya) is 

the Nominative agent, not the objective ” . . . . 1384 

‘ ‘ The wearing, being a purificatory act, must pertain to the sacrifice ' ' 1385 

Objections answered: The act of icearing is not connected with any 
sacrifice .. .. .. . 1 38. 5 

Ail that the sentence can mean is that * one should perform the act 

of wearing with the help of the gold ’ , . . . . . 1385 

The use of this wearing may be any useful purpose that it serves 

for the man * . . . . . . . . * 1.385 

What is the particular purpose served by it can be easily assumed. . 1386 

The latter part of the sentence itself mentions the result in the 

shape of the ‘ disfigurement (durmrnodd) of the enemy ’ . . 1386 

The wearing of gold and of excellent clothes must refer to man in 

general . . . . . . . . . . . . 1386 

Adhikarana (9). The Jayd and the rest are subsidiaries to Vedic 

Actions .. .. .. .. .. 1387 

Visayavakya : * Yena karmand irtsySt tatra jaydm juhuyat * .. 1387 

Question: Is the Jayd here prescribed to be performed in con- 
nection with all actions, Vedic as well as temporal? — Or with 
only such acts as are laid down in the Veda ? .. .. 1387 

Furvapaksha : “ The Jayd and such other acts are subsidiary to all 
acts” .. .. .. .. .. 1387 

“ The meaning of the Injunction is: * One desiring to attain pros- 
perity by means of any action, should perform the Jaya’ ” . . 1387 

Siddhanta: The Jayd being a Boma, can be performed only in 
connection with V edic actions .. .. 1388 

This is in keeping with the name * ddhmryava ’ of the chapter in 
which the injunction of the /oya occurs . . .. .. 1380 

Jaya is to be performed by the Ad h vary u, and as such can be per- 
formed only in connection with the Dar^apurnamasa and other 
Vedic actions . . v , .. 1389 

Adllikfiraiia (10). The Vdruna I sti should be performed on the 
acceptance of the gift of a horse in connection with Vedic Sacri- 
fices .. ■ '■'..d390 

Visayavakya: ^Varuno vd Btam pratigrhndti yoQvam pratigrhnati 

Ydvato * gvdn pratigrhnlydi tdvato vdrunan catiihhapdldn niroaplt ’ i39i) 

Question : Is the performance of Vdruna Isti prompted — [a) by the 
acceptance of horse gift on any occasion ? — Or by that done in 
ordinary life only ? — Or by that done in connection with Vedic 
Sacrifices only ? . . . . . , , . . . 1390 

According to the Bhashya, the Sutra (28) starts off with the answer 
to the pre-supposed Siddhanta that ‘ since the Isti itself is a 
Vedic act, its prompting cause also should be Vedic ’* . . 1391 
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PnTvapalMha iiM&d : ‘‘Thelsti should be performed at the accep- 
taiice of the horse*gift in ordinary life .. .. 

ft is only the acceptance of the ordinary horse-gift that is sinful 
and hence requires the expiatory Isti . . 

‘‘ The aceeptance of the Horse-gift ai a Vedic sacrifice cannot be 
sinful ■' . . . . . . 

“Though the sentence seems to apply to the acceptance of both 
kinds of Horse-gift, it really applies to that in connection with 
. sacrifice only '■ .. . ■ .. ■ ■ 

*• The Isti frees the man from Vanina sickness (Dropsy) 

“ Tlie Isti is performed by the giver y not the receiver of the Horse- 
gift (see next Adhi ) . . 

‘‘ Piirvapaksha (in Bhashya) holds that the Tsti is to be performed 
by the Receiver ; as in ordinary life it is the receiving of the gift 
that is sinfur' 

‘* In connection with Vedic acts the receiving of the gift is not 
■ .sinful " . , . . 

“The Injunction of giving does not involve that of receiving y the 
gift ' ' . .. ■ ■ . , ■ ■ .. . . . . ■ . 

Another view is that in the ease of ordinary gifts, the Tsti is to be 
performed by the Receiver, while in that of the gift in connection 
with Vedic acts, it is to be performed by the giver " 

‘ Another view : In all cases it is performed by the giver ” 

*• Giving of horse in ordinary life also is prohibited . 

The Tati is bo be performed by one who, in ordinary life, gives, or 
even sells, a horse" 

‘ ^ There is no injunction of giving a horse " 

“ Conclusion : It is tiie acceptance of the ordinary Horse-gift that 
serves as the prompting cause of the Faruna Isti"' . . 

Siddkanta : The Isti is not really meant to remove the^ evil effects 
of the gift ; the evil effect mentioned { Farwno grhnati]^ which has 
been understood to be an attack of Dropsy, is not found to appear 
in any case at all ; this mention therefore mu.st be an Arthavada 
The removal of evil effects being not possible, the result of the IstT 
may be assumed to be either Heaven (in the case of the gift in 
* ordinary life), or the aid accorded to the sacrifice (in the case of 
tVie gift at sacrifices) . . 

The assuming of the aid to sacrifice is easier and more justified than 
that of Heaven 

Conclusion : The Varuyia Isti is to be performed on the acceptance 
of the Horse-gift at a sacrifice . . 

Adhikarail'A (11). The Vdruna Isti is to be performed by the giver 
of the Horse 

Question : Is the Vdruna Isti discussed in the preceding Adhikarana 
to be performed by the giver or the Receiver of the Horse-gifi ? . . 
Question objected to, — in view of the distinct expression ‘ Yo'gvam 
pratigrhrtdtif ‘ he who receives the horse ’ . . 

Question justified on the ground of the context starting with a 
reference to the giving of the horse 
Discussion necessary, for the purpose of reconciling these two 
contrary ideas afforded by the entire passage 
Piirvapaksha : The Injunction refers to the Receiver ; the giver is 
mentioned only in the Arthavada ; therefor© the sacrifice should 
be performed by the Receiver of the Horse ^ 

The meaning of Sutra 30: * The action of the Yajamana cannot be 
accepted as the prompter of the Isti ’ . . . . . i ' 

Piddhdnta : The Isti should be performed by the * appointor of the 
Priests, — i.e. the Yajamana, who is the giver of the Horse 
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• Artvija ' means ‘ the appointer of priests,’ the Yajamana , . i40S 

That the action (of giving) by the Yajamana is the prompter of the 

Isti is proved ‘ by Indications ’ .. .. . . • 1404 

(1) The Isti, being a subsidiary of the main sacrifice, should be 
performed by the person who performs the latter . . . . 1404 . 

The performer of the main sacrifice is the giver of the Horse — accord- 
ing to 3.8. 1 .. .. ^ .. 1404 

The Isti therefor© should be performed by the giver of the Horse . . 1404 

The indication of the Syntactical connection of the entire passage 

taken as a whole distinctly points to the same conclusion . . 1404 

111 cases where the Arthavada precedes the Injunction, the latter is 

conditioned by the former .. .. .. 1405 

It is only when the Arthavada follows the Injunction that the latter 

operates independently of , and prior to, the former .. .. liOo 

In ohe case in question, the Arthavada comes fee/ore the Injunction : 
the two cannot be reconciled ; the idea already provided by the 
Arthavada cannot be set aside entirely by that provided by the 
subsequent Injunction . . .. .. 1406 

The ‘ pratignnlydt ' therefore in the Injunction is to be taken in the 

causal sense, equivalent to * grdkagU," * should make accepted ’ . . 1406 

This construction leaves the rest of the passage intact . . . . 1 406 

The Injunction also does not quite mean that ‘one who receives 

the horse should perform the Isti • « • • . • H06 

The Iniunction is to be csonneeted with the preceding Arthavada, 
and ftiereby lays down the sacrifice for the Giver of the Horse . . 1407 

This matter, really disposed of by 3.3.1 , has to be taken up here for 
the purpose of setting aside misconceptions caused by certain 
Bhasbyas . . .. .. ,, 1407 

‘ Other Bhashy as ’ referred to .. .. .. 1407 

. Other interpretations of Sutras 30 and 31 by other Bhashyas .. 1407 

The interpretation of as ‘ ’ justified .. .. 1408 

Objections to the Siddhanta conclusion : . . . . . . 1 409 

“ The passage as read in the Maitrayam Rescension of the Yajur- 
veda starts with ‘ sa esho^Qvalj^ pratigrhyate , which, along with the 
subsequent Injunction, clearly points to the performance of the 
sacrifice by the Receiver of the horse ” .. 1409 

Even so, all that this justifies is the notion that the sacrifice is to be 

J ierformed by the Receiver a^so .. .. . . .. 1410 

rivijyeP in the Sutra has been taken by some to mean that the 

sacrifice is to foe performed by the Rtvik, the Priest who receives 
the Horse .. .. .. .. .. .. 1410 

But in that case it could not form part of the main sacrifice, of 
which the Yajaman is the performer . , . . . . 1410 

Conclusion : The Varuna Isti is to be performed by the giver of the 
Horse . . . . . . . , . . . . 1410 

Adhikarana (12). The Somaindra Caru is to be offered on the 

vomitting of the Soma drunk at a Vedic Sacrifice . . . . 1411 

Visayavahya : ‘ SomaindrancarunnirvapBt yah somam vamatii 
which does not occur in the Context of any sacrifice . . . . 14 i 1 

Question: (1) Is the offering herein prescribed to be offered on the 
vomitting of Soma drunk during a sacrifice ?— Or on that of Soma 
drunk in ordinary life as medicine ? — (2) Does it pertain to 
vomitting by the Yajamana, or to that by the Priests ? (dealt 

with in the next Adhikarana) .. .. .. .. 1411 

Pilrvapaksha (likely); *^(1) The offering pertains to the vomitting 
of Soma drunk either at a sacrifice or in the ordinary life; — and 
(2) it refers to vomitting by the Priests” . . . . I4ll 
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P?7rmpaX;«/ia The offering jihould bo made on the vomitting of 
Soma dronk in ordinary life; as that voraitting alcne interferes 

with the effects of Sorna-drinkmg .. .. 1411 

Siddhanta : The offering shonH be made on the vomitting of Soroa 

drunk at a Vsdic sacrifiee .. . . 1412 

The vomitting interferes with the spiritual results of the sacrifice . . 1412 

‘ Disposal ' of Soma at a sacrifice becomes complete only when the 
Sonui is digested .. .. .. .. .. 1412 

Until digestion therefore the sacrificial performance will not be 
coinplctt' .. .. •. .. 1412 

’Hi the case of ordinary vomitting, evil erfeets, if any, would be only 
temporal, and as such would require only temporal, not Vedic, 
remedial measures .. .. .. .. .. 1412 

Aclhikarana (13). The Somaindra offering is to be made when the 

Soma is vomitted by the Yajamdna .. .. 1414 

Question: Is the offering dealt with in the preceding Adhikarana to 
be made when the Soma is vomitted by the Yajamana. ? or when 
it is done by the Priests ? . . . . . . . . 1114 

PurvapaHha : "^The vomitting by both, the Priests as well as the 
Yajatnaria, should be the prompting cause of the offering ; as the 
text doo- not specify either the one or the other ” . . . . 1 414 

Siddlmnta : The offering pertains to vomitting by tlie Y ajamuna 

<mly ; fsa the performance is for his sake .. .. 1414 

The offering in question is nn indirect aid to the main sacrifice . , U U 

The pronomis in the sentence clearly indicate that the Y omitier and 

the performer of the offering are one and the same . . .. 1415 

It should t iiorofore be performed on the vomitting by the Yajamana 1415 
If the priests were to make the offering for tlieir own vomitting, 

they ^vould have to engage other priests . . . . . . 1415 

And for this offering a distinct result will have to be assumed . - 14H> 

'Diere would be the same necessity for assuming a distinct result, 

if the offering pertained to the vomitting in ordinary life . . 14 lO 

There is no justification for the view that the Yajamana would be 

the performer of the offering — but on the vomitting by the Priests 1416 

As in this case the performer of the offering and the vomitter would 

not. bo the same . . . . , . . . . . . 1416 

The offering being purificatory of the Han mentioned in the 
Context (according to 3.4.15), it must be performed by the 
Yajamana (according to 3. 8. 4.1 . . . , * . 1417 

The result of vomitting Soma is declared to be ‘ Loss of prosperity 
and this ‘ pros-perity ’ must be of the man for whose sake the 
main sacrifice is performed ; and this is the Yajamana . . 1418 


x4,dhik8rana (14). Out of the Agneya astakapala mru^ it is only 

the Dryavadana that is to be offered in Homa . . . - 14H) 

V ipayavalcya : ‘ Yaddgneyo * ptakapalo ' mavdsydyam pat^rnamdsydn- 
edeyuto hhamiti ’ which laj^'s down the prepHring of the Oaru ‘ in 
eight Pans ' for being offered to Agni . , . . . . 14U) 

Question : Is the whole of the Caru thus prepared, to bo offered t — 
or only a portion (Dvyavaddna, two. slices) out of it ? . . 1 1113 

PurvapaJcfiha : The words of the text clearly indicate that the 
whole of what is cooked should be offered ; , without that it could 
not be ‘ agnlya’’ * dedicated to Agni* ** . , * . . .* • b 

“The Purvapaksha must always be one that is apparently quite ; A 
reasonable and sound ” . , .. f > • ^ 

“ The Purvapaksha therefore cannot be said to lose sight of the 
Injunctions of the offering of Kemnants ” . . ; , . i ^ 
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“ The ojffering of Remnants such as the SviaUtuhrt and the like, 
in cases where there are no remnants left, are made with fresh 
materials brought in .. .* .. . . 1420 

‘‘ The word ^ gesha,' ‘remnant’ would be taken in the sense of 

‘ another ’ or ‘ secondary ’ ‘ material ' .. .. 1420 

Piddhanta : There should always be a ‘remnant’; as the slices 

to be offered are cut o/ the cake .. . - • • 1421 

O'he cutting out of the slices is laid down by such Injunctions as 

^ dvirhanisho'va.dyati'' axid so iotili. -* .. .. 1421 

0/>/cc^5?‘on ; “ The Injunctions only prescribe the method of offering 
the entire Cam; and they do n >t mean that a remnant has to 

be kept” .. *. -- •• .. •. 1422 

“ The method meant to be adopted is that of repeating the olTering 

of till the Cam is exhausted ” . . .. .. 1422 

Answer : According to the Injunction the offering of two slices is to 
b© done once only .. .. . . .. 1422 

Though the slichig, a.=i the subordinate factor, may be repeated, 

there is nothing to justify the repetition of the Offering .. 142:1 

The necessity of offering the whole Oaru cannot be established . . 1423 

For making it * agnSya,’ it is not necessary that the whole Caru 
should be offered « . •• . , .. .. 1424 

The name ‘ Agneya’ is open to two explanations: (1) The relation*- 
ship of Agni, which belongs to the whole Garu is transferred to 
the ‘two slices’; or (2) The whole Caru becomes ‘dedicated to 
Agni ’ by having ‘ two slices ’ out of it offered to that deity . . 1424 

Thus alone can the term ‘ (^esha,' ‘ Remnant,’ bo justified . . 142.") 

Objection: “The name ^ agneya^ cannot be restricted to the two 

slices only ” .. .. .. .. .. 1425 

“ If ‘ dvyavaddnanjuhoti ' were taken as the original Injunction of 
the offering, this would involve a syntactical split in the sentence 
^ agneyo*shtdkapalo hhavati'’ . . .. . . 1425 

“ The sentence ‘ agneyo'shtdkapalo bhavati ' enjoins the whole Caru 
to be offered to Agni . . . . . . . . 1 42() 

“ The two sentences ‘ agmyo^ shtahapalo ’ and ‘ dvyavaddnanjuhoti' 
together mean, either that ‘The whole being dedicated to Agni, 
one should first offer the two slices and then the remnant,’ or that 
‘ either the whole should foe offered or only two slices ’ . . 1427 

“ Or, the offering of the tivo slices may be a distinct action by 

itself " , . . . . . . . . . . . 1427 

“ Or the offering of two slices is sanctificatory of the Gam, and 
heneo should be repeated as long as there is any Caru left “ . . 1427 

“ If only two slices were meant to be offered to Agni, then the 
rest of the Caru could not be agnSya ” . . . . 1428 

The entire Caru cannot become agneya by only two slices out of 
it being offered to Agni"' . . . . .. , . 1431 

Objections answered : ‘ Yaga ’ and ‘ Homn ’ are not synonymous 

iride2.2A) ‘ /' .. 14:12 

‘ Yciga ’ cot\sist3 in the mere resigning of one’s ownership (over the 
material) in favour of the Deity, * ELoma * consists in the actual 
throwing in of the material the ownership over which has been 
relinquished in favour of the Deity . . . . . . 1432 

All that the sentence ' dgneyo'shtdkapdlah' means is that the 
sacrificer has resigned his ownership over the Caru in favour of 
Agni .. .. .. .. ,, .. 1432 

This is sufficient to make the Caru ‘ agneya,' ‘ dedicated to Agni ’ , . 14:12 

After this comes the sentence ‘ dvirhavesho'vadyati,' which lays 
down that ‘ two slices cut out of the Caru (already dedicated to 
Agni) should be offered into the fir©^ . . . . . , 1433 

The meaning of the two sentences—' agneyo' shtapdlah ' and ‘ dvya- 
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i?a(ianan7M/^o^f '—together comes to be this : ‘ The offering of Two 
slices is to be thrown into the fire, out of the Oaru that has been 
' ■dedicated' to 'Agni '' ' .."■•■ ■.. . .. ' ' 1434 ■' .' 

The> offering of the Two slices ’ forms part of the same sacrifice of 

which the * dedieatiiig of the Cum to Agni ’ forms tiie earlier part 1434 
Of the single act of sacrifice, the ‘ Faf/a’ (dedication to Agni) is the 
prHncipa^, and the * Horna’ (offering of Two slices) the siibsid lory, 
factor " .. ' .. .. 1435"' 

The Homa is not merely sanctificatory of the .. 1435 

Without the Hoina, the Fcgfa remains incomplete . , .. 1436 

ffoma is not the principal factor .. .. .. .. 1436 

* Yaga' and form the /ore and parts of the same act 

of ea.rr 2 i/zce, wliich is like ,, .# 1437 

Adllikaraiia (15). The Svielitakrt offering should be made out of 

all Remnants .. .. .. .. 1438 

Yh.Q Svishtakrt offering consists in the offering of the remnants of 

the substances that have been offered in the sacrifice . . 1438 

Question: Should this offering be made out of the rem- 

narits of all the different kinds of substances that have been 
offered ? ~ Or out of the remnant of only one of them ? . . 1438 

Purvapaksha : ‘‘ The offering should be made out of the 

remnant of only one substance ” .. .. 1438 

“ The offering, if sanctificatorv, need not bo repeated '' . . 1438 

“ Or (another interpretation of Sutra 43)— “ The offering could bo 
repeated only if it were sanctifieafcory *. . . . , 1439 

Siddhanta : The Svishtakrt o^Qpmg should be made out of the 

Remnants of all the substances offered .. .. .. 1439 

Because it is of the nature of ‘ disposal ’ .. . . 1*139 

Also because there are texts indicative of the fact . . .. 1439 

The Sutras indicate the use of the foregoing Adhikarana . . 1440 

Adhikarana (16). The Simhtakrt and other offerings are to be 

made out of the First Material .. . . .. .. 1441 

Question: Is the Svishtakrt offering to be made out of the Remnant 
of the first Material? — Or any material we like [ this question 
admits for the sake of argument the view set forth as the Pnrva- 
pafesha of the precoding Adhikarana ] . . . . . . 1441 

Purvapaksha : “If the o&rings are to be made out of one only, they 

may be made out of any material one likes ” . . . . 1441 

Siddhdnta : The offerings should be made out of the principal 

material, which is the first to present itself .. . . 1441 

AdllikaraBR (17). The division of the Cake is for the purpose of 

eating . . . . . . . * - • • - 1442 

Vimyavdkya : ‘ I dam hrahmayiah' etc. etc., occurring in connection 
with the Quartering of the cake .. . . .. 1442 

Question : Are the shares apportioned by the sentences to the Priests 
meant to ho received by them simply as part of their -fee to be 
used by tliem as they like ?— Or are they to be eaten by them ? 1442 

Piirvapaic^sha : “ The shares are part of the fee paid for their services ” 1442 

“ The shares are actually enlogised as fee: * Esha vai darshapurna- 
masadahnnd'" .. .v ^ •. •• rh' 1442, 

Siddhanta ; the apportioning of the shares must be for the purpose f ' 
of ea.ting .. .. .. ^ ‘ 'i;/ 1443 

The entire Cake having been given over to the deity, thesacrificer is ^ 
no longer owner of it, and hence cannot give it,aS; ; - f 1443 
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** The offering of Remnants such as the Svishfakrt and the like, 
in eases where there are no remnants left, are made with fresh 
materials brought in . . .> .. ■ • 

‘ ‘ The word ‘ pesha,'’ ‘ remnant V would be taken in the sense of 
‘ another ■ or ^ secondary ’ * material ' ” . , 

There should always be a ‘remnant'; as the slices 
to be offered are cut orito/ the cake . . .* . . 

The cutting out of the slices is laid down by such Injunctions as 
^ didrhavisho'vadyati '’ &>nd so fovth > • • • ' * 

Objection: “ The Injunctions only preseribe the method of offering 
the entire Cam ; and they do n >t mean that a remnant has to 
. he'kept '' . ■■ ■ - •> 

“ The method meant to be adopted is that of repeating the offering 
of A’ till the Cam is exhausted . . . . . . 

/In<swer ; According to the Injunction the offering ol two dices is to 
be d'onemnce .only ■ ^ ' ■ ... ■ - . 

Though the slicing, sm the sufoordinate factor, may be repeated, 
there is nothing to justify the repetition of the Offering 
The necessity of offering the whole C’e-m cannot be established 
For making it ‘ it is not necessary that the whole Carte 

should be offered . . . . . . .... 

The name ‘ Agneya^ is open to two explanations: (I) The relation- 
ship of Agni, which belongs to the whole Gam is transferred to 
the ‘two slices'; or (2) The whole Oaru becomes ‘dedicated to 
Agni ’ by having ‘ two slices ' out of it offered to that deity 
Thus alone can the term ‘ Qesha" ‘ Remnant,' he justified 
Objection: “The name ^ dgnBya" cannot be restricted to the two 
slices only . . . . . . .. .. 

“ If ‘ dvyavaddnanjfdioii" wore taken as the original Injunction of 
the offering, this would involve a syntactical split in the sentence 
‘ dgneyo*s7itd]capalo bhavati" 

“ The sentence dgneyo'shtdkapdlo bhavati ' enjoins the whole Garu 
to be offered to Agni 

“ Tho two sentences * ngneyo'ehtdkapdlo * and ‘ dvyamddnanjuhoti' 
together mean, either that ‘ The whole being dedicated to Agni, 
one should first offer the two slices and then the remnant,’ or that 
* either the whole should be offered or only two slices ’ 

“Or, the offering of the tioo slices may be a distinct action by 
itself" 

“Or the offering of iioo slices is sanetificatory of the Cam, and 
hence should be repeated as long as there is any Garu left " 

“If only two slices were meant to foe offered to Agni, then the 
rest of the Oaru could not be ^nSya ” 

‘ ' The entire Oaru cannot become UgnAya by only two slices out of 
it being offered to Agni ” , . , 

Objections anstvered : ‘ Yaga^ and * Womed are not synonymous 
2.2.1) 

‘ Yaga ’ consists in the mere resigning of one’s ownership (over the 
material) in favour of the Deity, * Roma* consists in the actual 
throwing in of the material the ownership over which has been 
relinquished in favour of the Deity 
All that the sentence * agneyo^shtahapalah' means is that the 
sacrificer has resigned his ownership over the Oaru in favour of 
Agni . * ' , . . 

This is sufiScient to inake the Garu * agneya,* ^ dedicated to Agni ' . . 
After this comes the sentence ‘ dvirhavesho^vadyati," which lays 
down that ‘ two slices cut out of the Garu (already dedicated to 
Agni) should be offered into the fire ’ 

The meaning of the two sentences—' agneyo'shtdpalah ' and ' dvya- 
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weiawau/M/io/r—together comes to be tins: ‘ The offering of Two 
slices is to be thrown into the fire, ont of the 6’^arw that has been 
dedicated to Agni ' .. .. .. , . 

The ‘ ofiering of the Two slices ’ forms part of the same sacrifice of 
which the ‘ dedicating of the Gurti to Agni ’ forms the earlier part 
Of the single act of sacriBce, the * Yoga’ (dedication to Agni) Is the 
principal, and the ‘ Horna* (ofiering of Two slices) the subsidiary, 
factor . . . . . . . • * . . . 

The Homa is not merely sanctificatory of the Gar%i .. 

Without the Homa, the Yoga remains incomplete .. .. 

iff oma is not the principal factor . . .. .. 

‘ Yaga" and ‘ Homa"' form the fore and hind parts of the same act 
of sam’yXce, which is like iVamsfmAa . . .. 


Adllikarjana (15). The Svishtakrt Ofieriug should bo made out of 
all Remnants , . , . 

The Svishtakrt offering consists in the offering of the remnants of 
the substances that have been offered in the sacrifice 
Question: Should this offering be made out of the rem- 
nants of all i-he difierent kinds of substances that have been 
offered ? - Or out of the remnant of only one of them ? 
Pftrvapaksha : “The Svishtakrt ofUQYmg should be made ont of the 
remnant of only one substance’’ .. 

“ The offering, if sanctificatory, need not be repeated" 

“Or (another interpretation of Sutra 43) — “ The offering could bo 
repeated only if it were sanctificatory .. 

Siddhantn. : The Svishtakrt offering should be made out of the 
Remnants of nil the substances offered .. .. 

Because it is of the nature of ‘ disposal ’ 

Also because there are texts indicative of the fact . . 

The Siitras indicate the use of the foregoing Adhiharana 



Adhikarana (16). The Svishtakrt and other offerings are to be 
made out of the First Material . . . . . . 

Question : Is the Svishtakrt offering to be made out of the Remnant 
of the first Material ? — Or any material we like [ this question 
. admits for the sake of argument the view set forth as the Purva- 
of the preceding Adhikarana ] », V J . .. 

Pvrvapahaha : “ If the offerings are to be made out of one only, they 
rnaj? be made out of any material one likes ” 

Siddhdnta : The offerings should be made out of the principal 
material, which is the first to present itself . , . . 


hikaraiaa (17). The division of the Cake is for the purpose of 

", ■ eating:: . .. . ■ ' ' . ^ 

Visayavdkya : * I dam hrahmanah^ etc. etc,, occurring in connection 
with the Quartering of the cake 

Question : Are the shares apportioned by the sentences to the Priests 
meant to ho received by them simply as part of their fee to be 
used by them as they like ? — Or are they to be eaten by them ? 

Purvapaksha : “ The shares are part of thefee paid for their services ” 

“ The shares are actually enlogised as fee : * Eshd vai darshapurna- 
masadaksina^^ "...i i . - - .. *. 

Siddhdnta : The apportioning,, of the shares must be for the purpose 
of eating 

The entire Cako having lieen given Over to the deity,, the sacrificor is 
no longer owner of it, and hence eannot give it * B’ee ’ ^ . 
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The natural purpose served by the cake is that it is eaten ; and 
this cannot be rejected unless there is sufficient reason for the 
rejection .. .. .. .. .* •• 1443 

B/iasAya objected to .. . . .. ». . . i443 

explained . . .. . . .. . . 1413 

It is the eating of the cake that helps the Priests .. , . 1444 

The eulogy quoted— ^ , ,dato*na,' this only describes the 

desirable effects following from the eating of the cake . . 1444 


PAD A V. 


Adllikarana (1). The SmshtahH and other offerings are not to be 
formed with the Butter in the Dhruva Vessel .. 

::>ubjeoi'maUer : Exceptions to 3 . 4.44 .. .. . . 

Vimyavakya : * Vttarardhat svishiakrte ‘ vadyati ’ ; ‘ Idamupah- 
vayalid and other sentences laying down the offering of Remnants 
Question : Should or should not, the Svishtahrt and other offerings be 
made out of the Butter used at the Upampuyaja ? . . 

Purvapaksha (recalled from 3 . 4 , 44 ) ; “ The offerings should be made 
out of the butter used at the Updmguyaia; as the subsequent 
ari/iarada mentions ^ a?/ materials ' ” .. .. . . 

“ The reason mentioned in the Veda for offerings to be made to 
Svishtakrt are as applicable to the Butter as to anything else ” 
“ Also because the use of the term ‘ Samavafta ’ in connection with 
the offerings justifies the same conclusion ” 

“ Lastly, because we have an Arthavada of Svishtakrt with reference 
to Butter; * Amdayavadaya . . . .svishtakrte ‘ vadaya na pratyabhi- 
gharayati’ '' 

Siddhdnta : The whole of the Butter having been used up at the 
Upamguyaja there would be no Remnant of it ; hence the offer- 
ings could not be made out of the Butter 
No remnant of Butter is possible in the Dhruva : because thesubs- 
tance is common to several actions .. 

In the Dhruva there could be no Remnant of the Updmguydja 
Because several actions are to be done with the Butter in the 
Dhruva . . . . . . . , 

When out of the DluMiva, Butter has been taken out for the 
UpdmQuydja^ what is left is for use in other actions, and cannot be 
regarded as the ‘ remnant of the ’ 

As for the remnant in Dhruva, after the completion of all actions, 
there is a distinct offering, known as the ‘ SamaHiyajub. " 

Objection : “ The Butter taken out for the Upam^uyaja is kept in 
the Juhu in which the butter left would be the required Rem- 
. naiit ■■ ■ ' 

Answer : The whole quantity of Butter contained in the Juhu is 
meant to be offered at the Updmg uydja 
Nor would there be a remnant of Butter in the Juhu as there is of 
Soma in the Cups 

In the case in question the non-offering of all Ike butter would bo an 
infringement of direct Injunction ; wliich it is not in the case of 
the Soma 

Different construction of Sutra 7 suggested 

The rnention of *aU materials/ brought forward by the Purvapaks^in, 
must refer to those materials only of which actual Remnants are 
available for disposal'. 4 . ' 

: The opponent’s arguments based upon ■ the ' word Samavatfa^ 
answered . 'b .. 

: The Arthavada in connection all that it implies is 
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non-ernptiness of th© vessel prior to the Svishtakrt offering . . 1451 



likS-rania. (2). The offering of Remnants should not bo per- 
formefi in connection with the Sahafnprasthayga . . 

Question: The Sakamprasthayya offering is a modification of the 
offering, the remnants of which latter are ottered as 
* Svishtakrt^ offering! — should the remnant- offering be mad© in 
connection with the former ? .. . . * ' . i ’ * 

Purvapaksha: ^‘The offering should be made : because of the law 
that the modification is to be done according to its original . . 
Siddhanta : The present case is amenable to the reasonings and 
conclusion of the foregoing Adhikarana: and there is to be no 
remnant-offering; because the pots also having been offered up, 
there could be no Remnant in the case of the Sakamprathmjya 


Likarana. (4). in connection with the Sarvaprsthesti, the 
Svishtakrt, the Ida and other « Remnant-offerings ’ should bo 
made onlv once . . • • *:,»'**, - / ' 

Visayavakya: ^ Indr ay a raihantardya indraya (:aln^araya, -- 

which occurs in connection with the Sarvaprshfheshtu and men- 
tions six distinct deities, connected with six distinct offerings, for 
some of which a ‘ cart-wheebshaped Cake ’ is the single material 
prescribed •• 

Qmstion : Should there be a single * Remnant- offering in connec- 
tion with these latter actions ?^Or should they be as many as 
there are offerings ? *. ** ; • .-1’ ^ 

Objection to the Adhikarana : ** It forms the subject-matter of 

AdhvavaXI" *. •• ** /.<.•** xi, 

Answer : As involving the question of Remnant- offering, tne Adni- 
karana is rightly introduced here , • • * 

Purvapaksha: “ The Cake though one, helps the sacrifices piece by 
piece; hence there are as many materials as there are sacri- 
fices; hence there should be as many ‘remnants and their 
* offerings ’ as there are sacrifices . • • • . . , ' 

Siddhanta: Tho Remnant of each sacrifice being undistmgiushabie. 
there can be only one Remnant for ail, and henco only on(3 Ihs- 

The^Reramint^Ieft after ‘the Svishtakrt offerings would be utiUsec 
as a subsequent ‘ disposal-offering, in the ‘ Quartering of the Cake 
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Though the proper place for this Adhikarana would have been 
after Sutra 19, it is introduced here as it embodies an exception 
to the principle arrived at in the foregoing AdhiJearana - . 

Purvapalci^ha The material being one and the same, there is a 
single Bemnant and hence there should be a single eaffwf/ ” 

Siddhanta : TheRemnant in tine Aindratyayam Vessel has to be eaten 
twice ^ in view of the Distinct Inlxinctlon * Dpiraindravdyavasya 
hhakiiayatV .. .. .. . .. 

This exposition of the Adhikarana (in accordance with the Bhashya) 
is open to objection : In the face of this distinct Injunction, there 
should be no room for any doubt at all .. .. .. 

The Adhilmrana expounded by the Vdrtika as a continuation of the 
preceding Adhikarana . . .. • • 

(B): [ Embodying objection to the conclusion arrived 
at in Adhikarana (4)] In cases where the sacrihces are admit- 
tedly distinct, distinct Disposals are prescribed, as in the case of 
the Aindravayava Vessel ; — theveiote the Sarvaprshteshti also 
there should be as many disposal-offerings as there are sacrifices ” 

Siddhanki (B) : In the case of the Aindravdyava Vessel also, there 
should have been only one ‘ eating of Remnant,’— had it not been 
for the distinct Injunction ‘ Dwc/indrara atwya &/<afcgaya^i’ 

Adhikarana (6)* There should b© an eating of the remnant of the 
Soma in all vessels 

Subject-matter : The eating of the Remnants in vessels other than 
the Aindravdya'ca 

Visayavdhya : ^ Sarvatah parihdram dQvinam bhak.myaii ’ and so forth 

Question : Should there be any eating at all of the Remnants in 
these other vessels ? .. .. 

Supplementary Questions : Are the sen ten ces to be treated as Injunc- 
tions of eating and there is to be eating only out of the vessels 
montioned in these sentences ? Or is there to be eating only in 
accordance with such names as * hotugcamasah ’ and the like given 
to some of the Vessels ? 

Purvapalcsha : All the Soma in the vessels having been taken up 

by the Horaa, there would bo no Remnant ; and hence no eating 
of Soma ” . . . . 

Siddhdnta : There should be eating of the Soma-remnants, as there 
are texts clearly mentioning such eating {a) : ‘ Sarvatahparihdram 
dgvinam hhahsayaii ’ ; (6) * BhaksitdpydyitdnQcamdaan daJcHna- 
aydnaso ‘ valamhP. addayanti ’ . . ’ . . . . ' . 

This eating should be don© in accordance with these Injunctions . . 

Adhikarana (7)* The Remnant-eating is to be done by the Priests 
holding the Cups 

Question : (implied not stated) : Is the eating of the Remnants to bo 
dona promiscuously by all the persons engaged in the sacrifice ‘i 

Purmpaksha (not stated); The eating should bo dune by ail 
promiscuously 

siddhdnta : The eating should be don© by the Priests who hold the 
Soma-Gups, and after whom the Cups are named — ‘ Hotugcamasali ' 
and so forth , . 

The eating is of Soma left in the Cups 

The eating is not of any other substance, Rice and the rest 

The text quoted int Bhashya prohibits the eating of Soma by Non- 
Brahmanas, for whom the Plialacamasa is prescribed as the 
substitute for Soma , , 
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Adhikarana (8), The Udgatr* Priests are to eat the Soom, along 

with the Siibrahmanya Priest .. .. .. .. 1463 

Subject matter : The eating of Soma- remnants, in accordance with 

ISame . . .. . . . . . . .. 1463 

Question: Out of the cups named ‘ Udgafrpiam camasahy should 
the eating be done by one Vdgdtr priest ? or by all the priests ? 
or by those priests alone who do the Hymning ? or by all the 
four Sdmaredin Priests ? . . , . . . . . 1463 

The question justified . . . , .. . . 1403 

Pvrvapahsha (A): ‘*The eating should be done by only one Udgatr 
Priest^’ .. .. .. .. ‘ .. 1403 

Pilrmpaksha (B) : “ The eating should be done by all the FhOests " 1404 

PilrvapaJcsha (C) : ‘‘The eating should be done by those Priests 
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alone who actually sing the Hymns 
Siddhdnia : The Hymn-singers are hot named ' Udgatr,' they are 
named Prastotr and Pratihartr 

There is only one Udgatr Priest ; the plural form ^ udgdtrndm ' in 
the name indicates that the priests meant are the four Sd7na- 
vedins ; — ‘ audgdtra ’ being a name of the Samaveda . . 

‘ Udgatr \m this name should be explained as the ‘ performer of the 
aiidga^m, ie., Samavedic, functions’ 

The discussion in connection with the term ^rajan* {in Avishty- 
adhikarana, 2.3.3) recalled and shown to bear upon the present 
que.-^jtion . . . . . . . . . . 

The eating should he done by all the Ohandoga (Samavedin) Priests 
The above explanation criticised and found unacceptable 
The meaning is either (»} that though all Samavedin Priests and 
not the Hymn singers onlj’’, are denoted by the name ‘ udgatr," 
yet it applies to a few of these only .. 

Or {h) that it applies to the Hymn-singers only 

Adhikarana (9). Th© Grdvastut shohld eat the Sorna 
Suhject-niaiter : Eatings based upon Direct Declaration ^ 

Vimgavakga : ‘ Y athdcamasamanyam^camasmiQcamasino hhah 

myanti athaitasya hdriyojanasya sarva 5i’«, etc.’ . . • . 

Question : Does the sentence mean by ‘ alU onW all the ciip-hohhrs 
only ? or th© Gravastut Priest also ? 

PurvapaJcsha : “ ‘ all ’ refers to the cup'holders only ;; hence there is 
no eating for t\\B GrdvastuV .. .. 

Siddhdnta : The Gravastut should eat out of th© 'B.driyo'fana cup, 
which is proscribed for ‘all’ i.e., all the priests engaged in the 
sacrifice .. .. .. *. •• . ** 

Objection : “ In view of the first sentence, the term ‘all’ in the 
second sentence should be restricted to the cupdiolders only ” . . 

Aiisiner : In view of tVie direct Injunction in the second sentence 
regarding the Hririyojana cup no restriction can he justified 

Adhikarana (10)* Th© performance of the Vashatkdra entitles one 
to the eating of Soma-reranant 
Visayavdhya : ‘ V ashathariuh prathamahhahsah ’ * . 

Question; Does this sentence lay down the First eating as due to 
the ‘ Vashatkdra'' ? or it only enjoins the character of being 
‘ first ’ with reference to Bating 1 . . • . . . * * 

Purvapaksha : “It is the character of being first that is enjoined 
by the sentence, loith reference to the eating by the performer of 
Vasatkdra\ in accordance with 1.4.9” ... •• 

“The sentence cannot be an injunction of the eating by the per- 
former, as this eating is already indicated by the name of the cup 

*Vashatkartiu;camasah/ mfnkve^.Cmngsa'* imp]imVnoMing^' 





cxxxvi 


TANTRA-VARTIKA, 


The sentenoe in question only makes a reference to the eating by 
the Va8Tiathartr^\ .. .. .. . . 

Conclusion : The performing of the Vashatkara is not a ground 
for the eating of Soma ” .. .. .. .. 

Siddhanta : The compound ‘ prathamahhakmh ’ cannot be taken as 
a mere reference to one of the two members — i,e,, to the eathig 
as apart from the first 

The sentence * vashaikartuk prathamahhakmh ' cannot be construed 
as ‘ That which is the eating by the Vashatkartr should be the 
first ' . . . e . . , . - " . . , 

The cause of ‘being first' is not the ‘ eating,' l>ut the ‘ connection 
with the Vashatkartr ’ . . . . . , 

In the sentence in question what is already enjoined by other means 
is the action of ‘ Vasiiatkdraf and the eating is not so already 
enjoinech . . . . , . . . . . 

Conclusion: The meaning of the sentence is that the eating by the 
Vashatkartr priest, which is to be done first, is that due to his 
performing the Vashatkara, and the eating by the same Priest, 
which is indicated by the name of his cup, is an additional one to 
which he is entitled .. .. .. 

The V ashaihartr Priest is entitled to two eatings 






Adhikaraiia (11). The actions of Homa and Ahhishava ako entitle 
persons to tlie eating of Soma . . 

Vimyavdkya : *Havlrdhdne grcimhhirabMstitya, dhavayilye hntva . ». . 
sadasi hhahssdn hhahsayanti ’ . . 

Question (not stated): Does this sentence enjoin the actions of 
Abhishava and Homa ? or only the Eating to be done in conse- 
quence of the performance of those acts ? 

Purvapaksha (not stated): ‘‘They lay down the two actions them- 
selves” . , . , - . , , . , . 

Siddhanta: The actions themselves, along with all accessories, 
having been enjoined elsewhere, the present sentence mentions 
them only as grounds for the eating of Soma, which is what is 
enjoined here . . . . . . 

The sentence cannot be taken as laying down only the order in which 
the actions of (1) Abhishava (2) Homa and (8) Bating have to be 
done . . . . . . . . . . , . 

This order is implied by the very nature of the actions themselves 

The actions are mentioned in the sentence for showing that the 
eating is done by the persons who have performed those actions. . 


Adllikssirsina (12). The Vashatkartr and the rest should eat the 
Soma out of the cups ? * 

Visayavahya: ‘ Fraitu hotuQcamasaii , pra brahmanafi, prodgatrndm ’ 
Question : Should the performers of the Homa, the Abhishava and 
the V ashatltar a eat out of the cups mentioned in the sentence ? . . 

( ! Purvapaksha: “The said performers should not eat out of the 
specified cups 

Siddhanta : They should eat out of the said cups 

The sentenoe * Praihtj, etc.’ is- not meant to be preclusive of others 

The sentence only declares the connection of the particular cups 

with the 

Sutra (34) omittedhy VUrtika 


Adhikarana (13). The first eating is by the Hotr Priest 
^ Question : When several Priests eat out of the same vessel, which 
^ ' - Priest should eat first f . . 
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FilrcapaJcska : The first eating should foe by the Adhvaryu, who 
is holding the cup at the time that the offerings are finished 
Siddhanta : The Hotr should eat the Soma first, as indicated foy the 
words of the Mantra .. .. 

The Mantra — * Ete. vadanti . , hotugcit purve haviradyam agata" 
distinctly shows that the first eating is done by the Hotr 
The text ‘ Vashatkartu^ prathamdbhaksah ' declares the same fact— 
the being one of the Hotf priests 

The order of sequence of the actions entitling the Priests to the 
eating also points to the same eonclusion, the performing of the 
Vashatkdra being the first to be mentioned, and it is a function 
of the Hotr . . . . 


Adhikarana (14). «The eating should be done on Invitation 

Question: Should each priest eat the Soma after invitation has 
been extended to him ? or is no invitation required ? 

No invitation is necessary ” ‘ . 

Siddhanta: Invitation is absolutely necessary, in view of the 
Direct Declaration--'' Tasmat somo ndnupahutena peyaJh ’ 

This Adhihararia only serves the purpose of introducing the next 
Adhikarana •• •• •* .. 


Adhikarasia (15). The invitation to eat Soma should be accorded 
to the priests in the words of the Veda . . - • 

Question: By what words should the invitation be conveyed ? 
Purvapaksha (not stated): “It may be conveyed by any words 
one likes ” . . . . . . , V 

Siddhanta ; The invitation should be conveyed always by the worjls 
of the Veda; these words being the first in the Mantra * Upahuta 
upahvayasva' .. •• •• , ' j. ’* 

The invitation should not be conveyed by words of ordinary 
parlance . . . . . . • . 


Adhikarana (16). The aoceptenee also of the invitation should be 
by words of the Vedji 

Difierent reading of Sutra 42 .. * * * „ u' 

Question : Should the acceptance of the invitation to eat boma be 
done by Vedic or ordinary words ? . . , „ ’ ‘ 

Purvapaksha : “ It is to be done by ordinary words . . . . 

Siddhanta: It should be done by the second word m the Mantra 
' upahuta itpahvayasva ’ 


Adhikarana (17). invita 
out of the same vessel 
Question (not stated) : Is-ir 
for those in which severe 
Purvapaksha (not stated) : 
Siddhanta : Invitation is m 
same vessel ; as it is ottl; 
misunderstanding 
There is no * ucchishta ’ oi 
eating Soma out of the s 


Adhikarana (IS).. The ^ 
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Subject-matter : In connection with the JRtugraheshti the sacrifioer 

recites the Mantras .. .. .. ^ ^ . 1486 

Question: Does the reciting of the Yajya by the sacrifioer involve 
the performing of the Vashathara and the consequent Eating of 
/S'oma also ? .. .. .. *. .. 1486 

Purvapaksha : There is to be no transferring of the Eating from the 

Hotr to the sacrifioer ; as there is no declaration to this effect ’’ . . 1486 

‘ ^ The' text transfers the reciting of the Yajya only to the sacrifioer ” 1487 

It is the Yasliathara) not the Yajya, that entitles to eating ” . . 1487 

Siddhania : Tliere should be eating by the sacrifioer . . - . 1487 

The texts (o) ^ Svayamushadya yajati ’ and {b) ‘ anavdnan yajati ' 
indicate that the Vashathara is to be done by the same person 
who recites the Yajj^a .. .. .. .. 1487 

And as the Vashatkara entitles to eating, the sacrifioer should do 

the eating also * . . . . . . . . . . 1488 

The * appointment ’ cannot be transferred to the sacrificer (Sutra 46) 1488 

This explanation of Sutra (46) objected to . . . . . . 1488 

Another explanation: The Appointment does not, like the Vashat- 

Jcdra and the eating, follow the trend of the Ydjyd . . . . 1489 

Adhikatana (19). The Phalacamasa is a modification of the sacri- 
ficial material . . . . . . . . . . 1490 

Subject-matter : In the event of the Jyotishtoma being performed 
by a Ksattriya or a Vaishya, the sacrifioer eats the Phalacamasa 
instead of the Soma . . . . . . . . 1490 

* Phalacamasa * is a preparation of Vata berries pounded with curd 1490 
Question : Is the Phalacamasa a material to be offered in the sacri- 
fice, or only to be eaten ? . . . . . . , . 1490 

Purmpahsha : “In view (1) of the Direct Declaration that ‘he is 
to be given the Phalacamasa for eating f and (2) of the fact that 
the injunction of the Phalacamasa is preceded by that of the 
eating of Soma, —the Phalacamasa must be an object of eating 
only*’ .. .. .. .. .. .. 1490 

‘ ‘ The connection of the Phalacamasa with the sacrifice should be 
based entirely upon Context, whose authority is inferior to that 
of the said Direct Declaration ” , . . . . . 1490 

Siddhanta : The Phalacamasa is a material for the sacrifice ; as all 

sanctification is for the purposes of sacrifice . . . . 1491 

Phalacamasa can bo related to the Jyotishtoma sacrifice, only if it 
be a sacrificial material . . ' . . . . . . 1491 

Phalacamasa must be a substitute for Soma in the sacrifice . . 1491 

The connection of Phalacamasa with the sacrifice is clearly laid 
down by the latter part of the passage ‘ Sa yadi rdjanyam va 
vai^yam vd yajayU nyagrodhastibklh . . , Jabhiryajayet * . . 1491 

The clauses ‘ tamasmai bhahsam prayacchet ’ is a mere reference to the 

* offering of Phalacamasa ’ laid down in the preceding sentence . . 1492 

This exposition of the Siddhanta is open to several objections - . 1492 

Another exposition of the Siddhanta set forth . . . , 1493 

Questions to be determined : (1) Does the clause ^ tamasmai bhahsam 
prayacchet' lay down something not enjoined before ? and (2) Is 
the eating enjoined as a sanctificatory rite, or an independent 
act, or a sanctificatory rite auxiliary to the sacrifice ? . . 1493 

The eating enjoined cannot be something new . . . . 1493 

The eating must be a sanctificatory act . . . . . . 1494 

The eating must be sanctificatory of the material that has been 

already used at the sacrifice . . . . . . . . 1494 

The Phalacamasa, is an auxiliary to the sacrifice . . . . 1494 

The Phalacamasa IB ih.e) material to be offered in the sacrifice, out 
; of the sacrifieer’s cup . . . , . . . . 1494 
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The cups of the priests would contain Soma . . . . 1494 

The eoiting cannot be an independent action by itself . . . . 1494 

The eating of Fhalacamasa is correlative to the eating of Soma . . 1494 

‘ Na Somam ’ cannot be a mere reference * . . . . . 1494 

‘ Na Somam ’ cannot be an Injunction . . . . . . 1495 

Fhalacamasa is a substitute for the Soma, as a sacrificial material 1196 

This is an instance of * VyavadharanaJcalpana ' . . . . 1495 


The same conclusion holds good regarding the pounding of PiiHka 



as a substitute for Soma . . . . . . 

The passage ‘ Yada anyangcamasdn* . .juhvati' also indicates that 
Fhalacamasa is a sacrificial material . . . . 

Because the Fhalacamasa is declared to be held up at the same time 
as the other cups, it must be a sacrificial material . . 

The prohibition ‘ Na Somam ' also indicates that the Phakamasa is 
to be used in the same way as the Soma . . 

(20). The Brahmanas also should eat out of the 
Ksattriya-cups .. .. .. 

Visayavahya Qatam hrdhmandh somam hhaksayanti DagadaQaikam- 
oamasafftipasarpeyuh ^ oecuring in connection with the Da^apeya 
which is a part of the Raijasuya .. 

Question : Is the eating out of the Ksattriya-onp^ to be done by 
ten Brahmanas or by ten Kasltriyas *1 .. .. .. 

Reasons for doubt: If the first part ^ Qatam hrafmanahi etc.’ is an 
Arthavada, then the eating is to be done by Ksattriyas ; if it is 
an Injunction, then the eating is to be done by Brahmanas 
Pitrvapaksha : “ It is the second part of the sentence ‘ Doga, etc.’ 
that is injunctive, not the first part ^ Qatam » etc.’: Hence the 
eating out of the Brahmana-cups should be done by Brahmanas, 
and that out of the Ksattriya-cups by Ksattriyas . . . . 

“ Three explanations of the word * Sdmdnyai ’ in Sutra 52 
Siddhanta : The eating out of the Ksatriya-oups should be done by 
Brahmanas .. .. .. .. .. 

^ Qatam hrahmanah bhaksayaniP is an Injanotion .. 

There is no justification for dissociating the Brahmanas from the 
Ksattriya cups . , .. .. 

All the ten cups being occupied by the ten groups of ten 
Brahmanas each, there would be no room for the Ksattriya 
The above exposition of the Adhikarana (according to the Bhashya) 
is not accepted by the Vdrtika . . 

The sentence ‘ Qatam hrahmanah hhaksayanti ’ cannot be taken as 
an Inj unction : there are nine objections to it 
Nor can the sentence ^ dagadagaikam, etc.’ betaken as an Artha- 
vada .... . . , . . . . . 

' Qatam hrdhmandh ^ etc.’ should be taken as an Arthavada 
If ^ parties of ten’ be meant, then ‘ ^haikam'* becomes meaningless 
Neither of the two sentences can be taken as an independent 
Injunction . . . . . . 

The Adhikarapa expounded differently, by the Vdrtika 
Both the sentences are injunctive 

The sentence * dagadagaikam^ etc.’ is the first to operate as an 
Injunction of the eating to be done by * ten groups of ten each ’ . . 
Then the sentence ‘ Qatam hrahmanah^ etc/ comes in to enjoin that 
the ‘ hundred ’ men consisting of the ‘ ten groups of ten ’ should 
be * Brahmanas ’ . ^ \ . . ♦ . . . ' . , 

* Qatam hrahmanah somam hJiahsa^nti.^ to be construed as ‘ Yat 

gatam somam hhaksayanti tcid hfahmanak* \ * . . 

* Somam ’ here is not significant, it only stands for * the material 

used at the sacrifice ’ . , 
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Therefore whafc is asserted applies to the Phalacmiasa also - . 1503 

The Bhashya has declared that there is no impurity attaching to 
the eating of Soma; hence Brahmanas and Ksattriyas can eat 
it out of the same cup .. . . . .. 15103 

This is true of the Phalacamasa also, which, as a substitute for 

Soma, takes all its properties , , .. .. .. 1503 


PADA VI. 

Adhikarajaa (1). Such Injunctions as that of the Sruva being 
made of Khadira wood pertain to the original primary sacrifices 
General question: Declarations not found in connection with any 
particular sacrifice, are these to be connected with all sacrifices ? 
or with the original primary sacrifice only ? 

Particular examples : — (a) ‘ The Sruva is to be of Khadira wood ’ ; 

(6) * the Jw/iw is to be of leaves ’ . . . . . . 

Purvapah^iha : 'VhQ declarations should be taken as pertaining to 
all sacrifices; as they do not occur in the context of any parti- 
cular sacrifice” .. .. .. - 

Siddhdnta : They should appertain to the original primary sacrifice 
only 

The reason for this is that in this way there would be no repetition 
Reading of Sutra ( 2 ) . . , . .... * ^ 

Reading of Sutra (3) .. .. . . .. . . 

Objection: There would be no repetition ” .. 

“The Implieatory Injunction would pertain to accessories, other 
than the .. .. .. .. .. 

Different explanation of Sutras 6 and 7 .. .. 

Objections to the Siddhanta answered (Siltra 8 ) .. ., 

The Implieatory Injunction, set aside from the Sruva, would cease 
to apply to other Accessories also 

Adilik^rdna (2). [Exception to the foregoing Adhikarana]: The 
number ‘ seventeen ’ of the samidhenis pertains to the Modifica- 
tion .. .. .. .. .. .. 1513 

Visayavdkya : ^ Saptadaga samidhBmranubruydt" .. .. 1513 

Question : Does the number seventeen pertain to the original 

Primary or to its Modification ? . . .. .. 1513 

Purvapahsha: The Injunction of the seventeen SdmidhEnis must 

pertain to the original Primary; in accordance with the fore- 
going Adhikarai>a ” .. .. .. 1513 

“ The number seventeen is to be treated as an optional alternative 
to the number Hfiem, which occurs in the Context of the Primary 
sacrifice itself ” . . .. .. .. 1513 

Siddhdnta: The two numbers cannot be treated as optional alter- 
natives .. .. .. .. 1514 

The connection of the number with a sacrifice is based upon its 
helping in the accomplishment of the sacrificial Apurva . . 1514 

. The helping of the Apurva can be indicated only by the Context . . 1514 

The connection of ^fifteen* therefore is more authoritative than 
that of ‘ seventeen ’ . . . . . . . . . . 1514 

* Fifteen ’ is more easily and directly recognised than ‘ seventeen ‘ 
as serving the useful purpose of helping the sacrificial Apurva . . 1514 

:: ‘Fifteen’ belongs to the SdmidhBnis as well as the Darga^purna- 

mdsa, while seventeen ’ belongs to the Samidhenis only * . . 1516 

‘ Seventeen ’ is precluded from all connection with the original 
“ ' sadrifice ' y , \ ' .. . * 1515 
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With the Modifications, ‘ seventeen ■ becomes connected sooner 
than ‘fifteen' .. .. .. 

‘ Fifteen’ is connected with the original sacrifice only . . . . 

‘ Seventeen’ is connected with the Modifications only . . 

The above presentation of the Siddhanta criticised . . . . 

There appears to be no authority for connecting ‘ seventeen' with 
the Modifications, with which also it is ‘ fifteen ’ that is connected 
The connection of the Modifications with the Saraidhcmis them- 
selves is based upon the same Implicatory Injunction that 
connects them with ‘ fifteen ’ . . 

‘Seventeen’ can be connected with only those Modificatiojia its 
connection wherewith is distinctly indicated by the Context 
‘ Seventeen’ can belong only to the Pctgity the MHravinda, and the 
Adhvarakalpa . . - * 

‘ Seventeen ’ does not belong to all Modifications 
‘ Fifteen’ is connected with a sacrifice through Context 
‘ Seventeen ’ is not connected directly with any sacrifice . . 

‘ Seventeen' is connected with the Samidhenis through syntactical 
connection .. .. .. •• 

‘ Fifteen ’ pertains to the Original Primary and also to those Modi* 
fications with regard to whom there is no direct indication of 
‘seventeen’ .... .. •• •• 

Adhikaratia (3). The milking vessel and svich accessories pertain 
to the Original Primary sacrifice . . ^ 

Visayavakya : (1) ‘ For the seventeen SuTnidhenis shovxld he 

recited’; (2) ‘ One who desires Cattle should fetch water in the 
milking vessel’ ; (3) * One who desires Brahmic glory shouUl have 
the post of Bilva wood ’ 

Question: Do the Naimittika and Kamya acce ^.series mentioned in 
these find place in the Primary sacrifice, or in the Modifications ? 

‘ Fifteen’ and ‘ seventeen' cannot be regarded as optional alterna 
tives 

‘ Fifteen ’ cannot set aside ‘ seventeen ’ 

The Nifya is set aside by the Kdmya . 

The Nitya is set aside by the Naimittika 
The Kdmya sets aside the Naimittika 
The Naimittika is mentioned in the Sutra ; but the Bhashya has 
dealt with the Kdmya only ; for a definite reason , , . „ * * 

Purvapaksha: “The difference between the Nitya and Kdmya 
accessories is that the former is for the sake of the saorifioe* and 
the latter is for the sake of Maw” : ’ 

“ The Kdmya cannot always set aside the Nitya ” . . . . 

“ A sacrifice bereft of its Nitya accessories would not be a sacrifice 
at all” .. .. •• •• . *• 

“ The Kdmya therefore can have no place in the Primary sacrifice 
“ The Kdmya must find place in the Modifications ” . . 

‘‘ The sacrifice always takes up that accessory which is for its ow’n 

“The Kdmya has no footing in that which is for the sake of the 
sacrifice ” . . . » . . • • 

“ The Kdmya and the Nairmtti^ accessories must find a place in 
the Modifications ofiily 

Siddlidnia : The Naimittika always sets aside the Nitya 
In the case in question, there is a distinct connection between the 
Naimittika and the performance .... 

An accessory laid down with reference to a particular result be- 
takes itself to that action which helps in the accomplishment of 
the sacrifice 
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The very injunction of the Kamya implies the Tejection of the 

Nitya *. •• »• ■. •>" i523 

Though the Kamya serves a purpose other than the Nitya y the 
action (in the case in cjuestion, the fetching of water to which both 
are related) is the same .. .* . * f o23 

The JSam2/a also leads to the accomplishment of the sacrifice . . 1523 

The act of fetching water having been accomplished by means of 
the JKawt/a (Milking Vessel), there would be no room for the 
Nitya {Onp) .. .. .. •. • • h523 

The non-employment of the Nitya (Cup), therefore, would not cause 

any discrepancy in the sacrifice . . . . . . 1523 

Even for the sake of the sacrifice itself, there would be no competi, 

tion between the (Cup) and the Kamya (Milking Vessel) . . 1524 

Reasons for regarding the injunction of the Kamya as possessed of 

authority superior to that of the 1524 

The fact of the Nitya serving the purpose of the sacrifice and tlie 
Kamya that of Man, has no bearing upon th© ease in question . . 1525 

The Nitya (Cup) therefore can have place only in those performances 

of the sacrifices that are not for the purpose of acquir'ing Cattle . . 1525 

In the Modificatory sacrifices, the Nitya (Cup) alone can be 

employed .. .. .. .. 1525 

The Kamt/a is to be employed in the Primary sacrifice .. 1525 

Adhikarana (4). The Adhana (Pire-laying) is not subsidiary to the 

Pavamdna Ishti . . . . . . • • 1526 

Visayavahya : ^ VasantB Brahmano'gnlnMadhlta' occurring in the 
Context ot the Pavamana Ishti .. .. .. 1526 

Question: Does the Pire-laying belong to the Pavamuna Ishti in 

particular or to all sacrifices ? .. .. .. 1526 

Purvapaksha : “The Pire-laying is connected with the Pavamdna 
Ishti only,— such being the indication of Direct Declaration, 

Syntactical Oonneotion and Context ” .. .. .. >526 

‘‘Fire-laying, without reference to a sacrifice, would be useless'" . . 1526 

Siddhdnta : Fire-lB.ymg is not meant to be an indirect aid to the 
sacrifice , . . . .... . . . . 1527 

Fire-laying is a sanctification of the Fire . . . . . . 1 527 

The Fire is not for the purpose of the Pavamdna Ishti only . . 1527 

Therefore the Laying also of the Fire cannot be for the purpose 

of the Pavamdna only ' .. 1527 

The Pavamdna Ishti not having any results, is for the sake of the 

Fire .. .. .. 1527, 1531 

Adhikaraiaa (5). Fire-laying is for all sacrifices .. 1528 

Question: Is Fire laying for the sake of the Primary sacrifice only, — 
or for all sacrifices ? . . . . . . . . . . 1528 

Purvapaksha : Fire-laying not being enjoined in the Context of any 

particular sacrifice, it must belong to the Primary sacrifice only’’ 1528 

Siddhdnta : Fire-laying is for all sacrifices . . . . . . 1528 

Fire-laying is done in its own time . . . . . . 1 528 

Fire-laying is not laid down as to be done at the time of the perfor- 
mance of any sacrifice .. .. 1528 

It has no special conneotiofi With any particular sacrifice . . 1528 

It must be for all. sacrifices— Primary as well as Modifications . , 1528 

This statement of the $iddhania not accepted by the Vartika . . 1529 

n authority for connecting Fire-laying with any sacrifice 

H at afi .. it.--' , .. .. .. 1529 

^ Siddhdnta Sutra (15) explained differently; Fire laying is not sub- 
^ sidiary to any sacrifice ; it is for the sake of the Fire only ? . . 1530, 1531 
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It is through Fire that the laying is connected with all sacrifices , . 
Without Firo-laying, there would be no Ahavanlya Fire, the absence 
of which would render all sacrifices defective 
Siitra 11.3.2, which goes against this conclusion, is only a state- 
ment for the sake of argument . . 


Adhikaraiia (6) The Pavamana Ishti should be performed in 
unconsecrated Fire .. .. .. 

Question : Is the PauamSna Ishti itself to be performed in unconse- 
crated Fire, or in the Fire consecrated by that Ishti itself ? 

Purvapahsha : '‘The Dar 9 a-Purnamasa is the Original Primary of 
all Ishtis” , . . • 

“Like its original, the Dar 9 a-Purnamasa, the Pavamana Ishti also 
should be performed in the Fire consecrated by the Pavamana 
offerings . , 

“ The Alfiavaniya Fire for the Pavamana is to be obtained from the 
Original Primary ’’ .. . . .. . . . . 

“ The consecration of Fire for the Pavamana by means of another 
Pavamana involves an infinite regress which is justifiable under 
the circumstances . . •• •• •• •• 

Siddhanta: The Pavamana Ishti is not performed in Fire conse- 
crated by the Pavamana; because it is performed only for the 
purpose of consecrating the Fire .. , . 

The Pavamana is not the accessory of the sacrifices 

The Pavamana cannot therefore be transferred from the Original 
Primary to the Subsidiary, like the Praydja and other accessories 
of the sacrifice .. .. .. .. 

The Arambhdnlya Ishti stands upon a different footing 

The conclusions regarding the Arambhamyd are applicable to the 
Pavamana also . . . . . . . . 

The Pavamana only serves the purpose of accomplishing the sacri- 
ficial Fires 

The Pavamana could not therefore stand in need of these Fires 

The Pavamana should be performed in Fire, which has passed 
through the simple rites of ^ Laying,’ without being ‘ consecrated ’ 
by the Pavamana Ishti 


Adhikarana (7). The U'pdkarana and other details belong to the 
Agmsomlya animal only . , , ; . , 

Subject-matter: Agnlsomlyai Savanlya and Anubandhya are the 
three animals sacrificed during the Agnishtoma section of the 
Jyotishtom-a ; Updkarana and certain other details are prescribed 
for the Aupavasathya (previous) day, after the Agnuhomlya 
animal has been brought in 

Question : Are the Updkarana and the other details meant to be 
done for all the three animals ? or for the Savamya only ? or for 
the Savamya and the Agmsomxya both ? or for the Agmsomiya 
only ? . . . . . . . . 

Purvapaksha (A) [extraneous to the Sutra]: ^‘The Updkarana and 
other details pertain to all the three animals 

Differences regarding Sutra 18, which necessitate the propounding 
of the extraneous Purvapaksha 

Purvapksha (B) [embodied in Sutra IS]; “The details pertain to 
the Savamya only ^ . . 

Purvapaksha (C) [which answers Purvapaksha (B)]: “The details 
pertain to both the Savamya and the Agmsomiya'' . . 

Case of the Videvana . . , . 

The details cannot pertain to theiAird, the Anubandhya f animal . , 
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Siddhanta : The details cannot pertain to the S'ayamycf. 

The previous mention of the Savanlya is for another purpose 
Bhashya explained .... . • * • 

Vfhat 'is the originative Injunction of the Savamya ? . . 

Accessories of the Savamya done on the previous day 
Offerings in connection with Savamya done on the previous day 
Bhashya justified .. •• •• •• - 

Objection based upon the text ^ vapaya prlUahsavane pracaranti" . 
Agneyya agnidhram .. 

Multiplicity of enjoined objects objectionable 
Sutyd . . .... 

Morning offering .. 

Mahendra Hymn , . .. .. 

AbhishecanTya .. ^ .. _ .. 

Sequence of the Savamya to the Holding of the Alvina cup 
“ Tying of the Rope and Killing transferred by the same sentence 
“Where several qualifications are mentioned in connection with 
0310 Action, the injunction of all these is possible through that 
action” . . .. . . . . 

‘ Vakya-bkeda ’ mentioned in Bhashya explained 

* Kundapayindmayana’’ .. .. 

Vapdpracdra is the desired accessory meant to be enjoined with 
reference to the Savcmtya at the Sutya time . . . . 

Vapapracm'a not subservient to Holding of Agvina cup 
‘ Vdkyam bhidyBta ' iin Bhashya) means that the sentence could not 
be connected with the other sentence .. .. . . 

The word * pratah, sman^ '^ may be taken as an injunction of the 
time for the Savamya ' V . . .. 

The ‘ covering of fat ’ may be done not by fist, but by a ‘ handful 
of grass ’ . . . . . . . . . . 

Sutra 25 recapitulates the Siddhanta view . . 

Through Sthana, the details in question belong to the Agnisomiya 
animal . . 

Specially as the sanctification pertains to that animal . . 

The Siddhanta, supported by * Li^ga' and ‘ Sthana is more author- 
itative than the Purvapahaha which is supported by ‘ Prakarana ’ 
only 

Cases where the modificatory act takes up the details of the 
Primary on the strength of Context 
The text ‘ Vapayd prdtahsavane caranti, purodagBna mddhyandine 
savanB ’ clearly indicates that the Purodaga-offering can sanctify 
only the joint Deity Agni-Soma, and not Agni alone 
From this it follows that the details pertain to the Agnisomiya (that 
which is dedicated to Agni-Soma conjointly), and not to the 
Savamya (which is dedicated to Agni only) 

Objection: “ The puroddga offering may be meant for covering the 
hole of the Savamya animal, as indicated by the text ‘ Sushiro vd 
etarhi paguh , . , .chidrapidhUnarthopi ’ 

• Answer: The Puroda^a is not enjoined for the covering of the hole : 

the sentence quoted is an Arthavdda 

Adhikaraiia (8). The fetching of the Branch and such other 
, ' details belong to both Milkings 

SubjecHnatier': There are two Milkings, one in the Morning and 
; another in the Evening: there are certain details laid down in 
connection with Milking ^ — such as Fetching of the Tree-branch and 
. so forth . . , , , . . , . . 

Qmstwn: Do these details belong to only one Milking or to 
both? .V, ...... 
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FurmpaJcsha : ‘‘The details, laid down in connection with the 

Previous Day, must belong to the Evening Milking only . . 1554 

; The details belong to both Milkings .. .. 1554 

The Injunction of * previous day ’ only days down the time for the 
details .. .. .. .. .. .. 1554 

Adilikaraiaa (9). The Sddana (seating) and other details belong 

to the three ^S'amnas .. . . .. .. 1656 

Subject-matter : In connection with Morning ^ Midday and Evening 
Savaiias of the JyotiBhtoma^ at which certain vessels are used, in 
connection with which such details as seating ^ cleaning and so 
forth are laid down .. .. .. .. .. 1556 

Question : Do those details belong to those Vessels only that are 
used at the Morning Savana ? or also to those used at the other 
two Savanas ? . . . . . . . . . • 1556 

Furvapahsha : “They belong to the vessels used at the Morning 
Savana only, in direct connection with which they are pres- 
cribed ■’ .. .. .. .. .. .. 1556 

Siddhanta : The Details belong to all the three Savanas . . 1556 

As all the three fall within a single Context . . . . 1656 

Adhikaraiia (10), The threefoldness of the Rope pertains to all 

• Animals . . , . . . . . . . . . 1567 

Subject-matter : The Rope tied round the sacrificial Post is declared 
to be threefold and made of beaten grass in connection with the 
Agnisomlya Animal ; and the Tying of the Rope is mentioned 
in connection with Savanlya animal . . . . . . 1557 

Question : Do the qualifications of threefoldn^^ss and being made of 
beaten grass refer to the Agmsomlya animal only or to all the 
Animals? .. .. .. .. .. 1567 

Furvapahsha: “The qualifications of the Rope pertain to the 
Agnlsomlya animal only; as they are mentioned in connection 
with that only ” . . . . . . . . . . 1557 

Siddhanta : The qualifications belong to all the animals . . 1657 

These qualifications pertain to all Ropes . . . . . . 1558 

The Rope is not a direct subsidiary of the animal . . , . 1558 

Adhikarana (11). The Am^u and the AdMhya are connected 

with the Sadana . . , . . . . • . . 1559 

Subject-matter : Amgu and Adabhya are vessels prescribed in connec- 
tion with the Jyotishtoma ; and there are certain details pres 
cribed in connection with the vessels used at the Jyotishtoma . . 1559 

Question : Are the Amgu and the Adabhya connected with those 
details V . . . . . . . . . . . . 1559 

Furvapahsha: “The details in question have no connection wiih 
the Anu^M and the Adabhya"'' .. . . . . - . 1559 

Siddhanta : The Amyu and the Adabhya are connected with the 

details, — these latter being prescribed for ail vessels used at the 
Jyotishtoma .. .. .. .. 1659 

The case in question is not analogous to that of the Maitravaruna . , 1560 

Adhikarana (12). The Oitrinl and other bricks belong to the 

Fire .. »• .* •• 1561 

Subject-matter — Gitrim and Vdjrini are bricks mentioned apart 
from the context of any sacrifice . . . . ■ . 1561 

Question : Are these bricks connected with the Fire ? . . . . 1661 

Furvapaheai “ They are not connected with the Fire . . 1661 

Siddhanta : The said bricks are connected with the Sacrificial Fire 1661 
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Adhikarana (13) . The Mana and the Upavaharana belong to the 
8<yma only . * .. • • •• •• V* 

SuhjecPmaUer : ‘ Sa yadi rajanyan vd vaigyam vd yajayU sa yam 

somam vibhahmyisMi nyagrodhastihhih , . . Jamasmai hhahmm 
prayaccMnna Somam ’ then such details as Mana, Upavaharana, 
Ksaya, AhMshava, and the like are prescribed 
Question : Do these details pertain to the Soma only ? or to its 
substitiite, the Phalacamasa also ? . . 

Purvapaksa : “The details pertain to both the Soma as well as the 
Phalacamasa^* .. •• •* •• 

Siddhanta : The substitution of Phalacamasa for Soma does not 
stand on the same footing as the substitution of Yava for Vrihi . . 
The details of the Soma are related to the Apurva of the Jyotish- 
toma . . . • • • • ■ • • • • 

Soma, not Phalacamasa, is the essential factor in Jyotishtoma 
The substitution of Soma does not mean the entire exclusion of 
Soma from the sacrifice .. .. . . 

The substitution of Phalacamasa for Soma is only for the single 
purpose of being eaten by the Ksattriya or the Vai 9 ya . . 

Soma is absent only from the cup of the Sacrificer 
The details in question are appurtenant to the Soma only 
The details to the Phalacamasa are to be employed in the same 
manner as to the Soma, such connection being implied 
Phalacamasfi can take only those details connected with the Soma 
which are just sufficient to accomplish the sacrifice—not those 
that tend to fulfil the resultant Apurva . . _ . . . . 

In the ease of the Phalacamasa. there is to be an IJha, an alteration, 
in the words of the Mantra used 

Adhikarana (14). Accessory details of the Principal should be 
employed in the case of its substitutes also 
Subject-matter', Certain substitutes for sacrificial materials are 
laid down : e.g. lYivdraiot Vrihi 

Question : Are the accessory details prescribed in connection with 
the Principal material to be observed in connection with the 
substitute also ? .. .. •* . . 

PurvapaJcsa: “The accessories of the Principal substance can 
' bear no connection with its substitute, as shown by the foregoing 
Adhikarana** .. .. 

Siddhanta ; The substitute serving exactly the same purpose as the 
Principal should be treated like the Principal 

When the Nlvdra is used instead of Vrihi, it is regarded as being 
Vrihi itself 

Sutra 39 explained to mean that the use of the substitute is not 
supported by Scriptural authority, it is used solely by reason of 
its resemblance to the Principal 

This explanation is not right : The use of the substitute is not 
entirely devoid of Scriptural authority 

The substitute is prescribed as supplying a defect in the Principal 
material . . 
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Adhikarana (15). To such substitutes also as are prescribed, the 

accessories of the Principal are applicable . . . . . . 1567 

Visayamkya i ** Yadi somam na vindeta putlJcdmahhisinuydt * ’ . . 1 567 

Question : Are the details prescribed in connection with the Soma 
' to be applied to its substitute, Putika*' . . I . . . 1567 

Purvapaksa: “According to Adhikarana 13 the details cannot 

apply to the substitute, Put^kd . . . . . . 1567 
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Siddhania : The Putikd is prescribed as a substance to be used 
only in the event of the 8oma being stolen or spoilt or otherwise 
unavailable .. .. .. .. .. 1567 

This injunction limits the choice of a substitute for Soma . . 1567 

Putlka is not an accessory of the mcrifiee . . . . . . 1668 

Putlka is brought in only as the substratum of certain properties of 
the (Soma . . » . .. . . .. .. 1568 

The notion of “ Soma ” is not entirely absent from the Putlka . . 1568 

The PiUika can therefore, be used for fulfilling the results that are 

fulfilled by the Soma . . . . . . . . 1568 

The sacrifice is accomplished — also when part of it is done with 

the substitute .. . . ,, .. 1568 


Purposes served by the Adhikarana : There is no uha or modifica 

tion in the Mantras used, due to the use of the Putlka . . 1 508 



Adhikarana (16) 


The accessories of the pertain to 

Agnishtoma .. 

Su6/eci“ma«er .- There are certain accessory oheririgs as the Dlhsa- 
ihlya and the rest prescribed in connection with the Jyotishtoma, 
which consist of four Terminuses, the Agnishtomaf the XJhthya 
the Atiratra and Shodagin , . . . . . . . 

Question : Do the Diksaniyd and other accessories appertain to the 

entire Jyotishtoma or only to its Agniahtoma Terminus ? 

The question objected to .. .. 

The question stated in a different form : Do the accessories men- 

tioned pertain by Direct Injunction to the Jyotishtoma only^ or 
to the Ukthy a and other Terminuses ? 

Both parties are agreed that the accessories appertain to all 
Terminuses, the question therefore is only as to their appertain- 
ing to the Terminuses by implication only or by Direct injunction 

Purvapakhsa : ** The accessories belong to the Terminuses by Direct 
Injunction” 

(1) “ Because they are as nearly related to the Injunction of the 
accessories as the entire Jyotishtoma itself 

2 “Because Vedic texts speak of the Terminuses being as related 
to the Context as the Jyotishtoma : e.g., (a) * Yadyagnishtomo 
juhoti yadyukthyah tenaiva gBshena^ etc. etc.,’ which lays down the 
Disposal of Butter ” .. .. i. 

(6) ** * AgnByamajamagnishtoma dlabhBta AindrdgnamukthyB dviti- 
yamf etc. , ’ which indicates that all the accessories are equally 
related to all the Terminuses ” 

“ The exact signification of this second text discussed ” 

“ The text quoted cannot support the vSiddhanta; it supports the 
Purvapaksa only 

“ Conclusion : All the Terminuses are equally related to the acces- 
sories” 

Siddhdnta : The Ukthya aud the other Terminuses are only so many 
Modifications of Jyotishtoma, declared as leading to distinct 
results of their own 

The name * Samstha' (Terminus) as applied to the Ukthya, etc., 
j ustified . . . . . , 

What does each of the Terminuses really stand for t It is the entire 
Terminus, not the mere ‘ Holding,’ 'mentioned in the Injunction 
^Vkthy a,m grhnlydt'’ . . . w . 

The term ‘ / Terminus,' signifies the ‘Terminus’ of all 
Soma-offerings, and as such applies to Soma-sacrifices alone ; and 
of these too, to the Jyotishtoma only . . 

Connection of the Terminu.ses with the Jyotishtoma discussed i | . . 

Definite results can follow “ 


from accessory details 
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The Uhthya and the rest, bringing about definite results, must be 
treated as ‘Modifications’ of the •* 

Jn what way is the process of the Jyotishtonfia taken up by the 
Terminuses? •• •• •* •* •* 

It is by Implication .. .. , . ,1' 

Discussion of the question— Why does the Procedure belong to the 
Nitya Jyotishtoma only and not to the Kamya (Terminuses) . . 
The entire Procedure is taken up by what is signified by the verbal 

The Terminuses need a Procedure ; they are recognised as resting 
in the Jyotishtoma; Dlksanlya and the rest constitute the only 
Procedure mentioned in the Context of the Jy otishtorna ; to this 
Procedure the Terminuses become attached, through the JyoUsh- 

toma . . * • . . * * , i ‘ 

The Accessory belongs to what is signified by the verbal root 
Accessories cannot belong to the Kamya (Terminuses) only 
Why cannot the Accessories belong to both, the Jyotishtoma as 
well as the Terminuses ? • * • • • • - * 

The Accessories must belong to the lasting Jyotishtoma, not to the 
fleeting Terminuses .. *.* . ** 

It is with the Jyotishtoma that the Accessories are invariably con- 
comitant .* •• •• . •• 

Though belonging to the Jyotishtoma, the Accessories are spoken 
of as * belonging to the Agnishtoma^ ; because of the four Termin- 
uses, the Agnishotma is one that permeates through the entire 
Jyotishtoma . .. •• 

Difference of Agnishtoma from other Terminuses 
Purvapahsa arguments answered . . ^ . . • • 

The texts quoted by the Purvapaksin himself indicate that the 
Terminuses are ‘ Modifications ’ of the J yotishtoma . . . * ‘ 

The case of the Terminuses in question is different from ordinary 
‘Modifications’ . .. •• 

Uses of the Adhiharana discussed 

Real use of the .. .. 
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PADA VII. 

Adhikarana (1). The Grass and other accessories belong to the 

Dar§a-Purnamasa as well as to its Subsidiaries . . . . 1595 

Subject-matter : Several accessories, e.g. , the Altar and its digging, 
the Grass and its chopping, and so forth are laid down in connec- 
tion with the Dar 9 a-Purnamasa . . . . . . 1595 

Question: Do these accessories belong to the Principal Sacrifice, 
the Darga-Furnamasa only, or to its Subsidiaries also ? . . 1595 

Purvapahsa: “The Accessories can belong to the Principal Sacri- 
fice only, to which alone the Context belongs ” . . . . 1596 

Siddhanta : The accessories belong to all the Sacrifices, the Principal 

as well as its Subsidiaries . . . . . . • . 1596 

The application of Accessori^ is not based upon Context . . 1596 

Context can serve as the prompting cause . . . . . . 1596 

The Bhasya criticised , . . . . . . . • - 1597 

Objection: “If the Siddhanta view were correct, the Accessories 
would belong to other remote actions also ” .. .. 1597 

“In the Saw'ya and other Subsidiaries of the Dar 9 a-Purnamasa , 
the connection of the accessories is indicated by Implication” . . 1597 

“ It is the single sacrifice the Pindapitryajna (which is a Subsidiary 
of the Dar 9 a“Purnamasa) on which the discussion is based : It is 
? only this sacrifice, whose connection with the Accessories in 

question is denied by the Purvapaksin ” . . . . . . 1598 
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-‘'But the is an independent sacrifice, and not a 

mere Subsidiary (wdeAdhySya IX)” .. .. .. 

Obfection answered : The texts laying down the Accessories in ques- 
tion are syntactically connected with the Injunction of the 
Darea-Purnamasa . . . . . . 

They must therefore belong to only such Grass, ete.y as are men- 
tioned in connection with the Dar^a-Purnamasa . . . . 

Findapitryajna is not mentioned in any sentence syntactically 
connected with the Injunction of the Dar^a-Purnamasa 

The Accessories in question can have no connection with the 
Pindapitryajna .. .. .. 

Subsidiaries of Subsidiaries considered , . . . , . 

Conclusion : The Accessories in question can be connected with 
only those acts without which the Apurva of the DarQa-Purna- 
masa cannot be accomplished . . . . . . 

The Accessories must be connected with the Principal as well as 
the Subsidiary Sacrifices . . 

Such texts as * Praydfageshena havimshyagharayali,' are indicative 
of the Siddhanta .. •• •• • • • • 


Adhikarana (2). The Sanctification of the Yajaniana pertains to 
the Primary Sacrifice .. .. .. 

Subject-matter : Sanctifioatory details prescribed for the Yajamdna 

Question : Do these details belong to the Yajamdna as Experiencer 
of the Result, and hence pertain to the Primary Sacrifice only ? or 
do they belong to him as the Performer of Sacrifice, and hence 
pertain to the Primary as well as the Subsidiary Sacrifices ? 

Purvapahsa : “ According to the preceding Adhikarana, the details 
must belong to all the Sacrifices ” .. . . 

Siddhanta : The Sanctifioatory Details belonging to the Yajamdna 
can pertain to the Primary Sacrifice only .. 

The Details belong to the Yajamdna as the Experiencer of the result 
of the Sacrifice .. .. .. 

If they belonged to him as the performer, then they would belong 
to the Priests also, who also are perfoi'mers . . 

When the result of an action is experienced by the Yajamdna the 
Sanctification belonging to that Experiencer helps in that action 
only 

It is the result of the Primary Sacrifice that is experien^d by the 
Yajamdna 

‘ Samskdraf ' sanctifioatory act,’ is that which brings about certain 
capabilities .. .. .. .. 

The Sanctification serves to make the Yajamdna capable of experi- 
eneing the results .. .. .. .. 

Use of the Adhikarana : According to the Siddhanta, the Yajamana 
would have to- shave his head only for the Jyotishioma, and not 
for its Subsidiaries . . 


Adhikaraina (3). The Saumika Vedl and other details belong to 
the Primary as well as its Subsidiaries 
Subject-matter: Measurements of the Altar for the Jyotishtoma 
laid down in the sentence * ShaUrwigatprahramd prdcl, etc.,’ 
Question: Do these details regarding the Altar pertain to the 
Primary Jyotishtoma only, or also to the Subsidiaries ? 
Purmpaksa: ‘'According to the foregoing Adhikarana, the Altar 
belongs to the Primary Sacrifice only (Sutra 7 ) 

Siddhanta [stated in Sutra 9; after Sutra 8 which embodies the 
Purvapaksa of the next Adhikarah^] i-^-The Place and Time 
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prescribed belong to the Primary as also to the Subsidiaries : the 
Altar is the place for sacrifice ; therefore the Altar and its details 
must pertain to the Primary as well as the Subsidiaries . . 1604 

AdWkataiia (4)» The Touching belongs to the Primary as w^il as 

to the Subsidiaries .. .. .. .. .. 1^04 

SnbjecPmatter : The Touching enjoined in connection with the 
DarQa-Purnamasa, in the sentence * Oaturhotra paurnamaslma 

etc.,’ .. .. .. .. .. 1004 

Question: Does this Touching belong to the Primary sacrifice only 

or to the Subsidiaries also ? .. .. .. 1604 

Purmpaksha: ** The Touching belongs to the Primary sacrifice 

only ” (Sutra 8) .. .. .. .. 1604 

Siddhanta (Sutra 10); Because the Touching is mentioned as an 

Accessory, it must pertain to all Sacrifices . . . . lOOo 

Siddhanta statement (according to Bhasya) criticised . . . . 1605 

Siddhanta statement set forth by the Vdt'tika as follows : . . 1,605 

^ Touching ’ cannot belong to anything that is signified by the term 

‘ Pawrnamaai ’ in the sentence .. .. , , 1605 

* Paurnamasim * must therefore be taken in the sense of ‘ Paurna- 

’ (Locative) . . .. .. 1606 

The sentence must mean the ‘ Touching’ of the materials used at 

the PawrnamS^^ Sacrifice .. .. . , .. 1606 

Which means, all ^/le that are used at the sacrifice as a 

which includes the Subsidiaries also v, .. I('0(5 

AdhikaraQa (5). The Initiation and the fee pertain to the 

Primary only . . .. .. .. . , 1607 

Subject-matter : Three ‘ Initiations ’ and the ‘ Sacrificial Fee ’ of 112 — 
enjoined in connection with the 1607 

Do the Initiations and the Fee pertain to the Primary 
alone or to the Subsidiaries also ? . . . . , . 1607 

Purmpaksa: “ Since the men engaged in the performance are 
equally related to the Primary and the Subsidiaries, the Initia- 
tions and the Fee also must pertain to all ” .. ; ' .. 1607 

“ The Initiation is necessary for the performer of all acts” . . 1607 

“The Sacrificial Fee secures the services of Priests, who are 
required for all sacrifices ” .. .. .. .. 1607 

Siddhanta : The Initiations and the Fee belong to the Primary only, 
as clearly asserted by Vedio texts * Dlhsah somasya ’ ; * Daksinah 
somasya' .. .. ‘ . .. * .*. ]608 

There are texts indicating the absence of Initiations and Fees at the 
Subsidiaries: * yat shadho juhoti sd asya dlksl ’ . . . . 1608 

AdMkarana (6). The Inner Altar is not related to the Post . . 1610 

Visayavdkya: ^ ArdhamantarvM minoti^ .. .. 1610 

Qiiestion : Does this sentence prescribe a part of the Inner Altar 
with reference to the Post, or it only indicates the point where 
the Inner Altar meets the Outer ? . . . . . . 1016 

The Adhikarana justified . . , . . . . . 1616 

Purmpaksha: “Through Syntactical Connection, the Inner Altar 
must be related to the Post” . , . , . . . . 1610 

“ Subservience to the Post does not necessarily follow from subser- 
vience to all the subsidiaries of the Jyotishtoma^* . . 1611 

“The Altar by itself does not belong to the Pa^u sacrifice ” . . 1611 

Siddhanta : The sentence must be taken only as prescribing a certain 
point in space .. .. 1611 

The term ‘ AntarvMi* and * BahirvBdi ’ indicate the middle point /. 1611 
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The sentence does not lay down any relationship of subserviency 
between the Altar and the Post ' . . . , 

It only serves to specify a place , . 

Anomalies involved in the Purvapaksa view 

The sentence must be taken as pointing out the point in space 
where the Inner Altar meets the Outer 
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Adhikara: 5 ia (7). The Havirdhana is not subsidiary to the Sdmi- 

dhBni . . . . . . . . . . . . 1614 

Vimyctvalcya : * Udyat aunmnti sdmtdhenlstadanvdhu^ ’ . . 1614 

Question : Does the sentence mention the Havirdhana as subsidiary 
to the SdmidhSni ? or it mentions the Havirdhana only as the 
place for the recitation of the Samidheni ? . . . . 1614 

Purvapaksha: *‘It mentions the Havirdhana Cart as subsidiary to 
the SdmidMni^ the meaning being ‘ the SamidhenT verses are to 
be recited as qualified by the Havirdhana * . . . . 1614 

Siddhanta : It only points out the place where the Samidheni verses 
are to be recited .. .. .. *: ,.1614 

Justification of the Adhikarana, which is apparently analogous to 

the foregoing one .. .. .« .. 1614 

The Arguments in support of the Siddhanta of this Adhikarana are 
different from those in support of the Siddhanta of the foregoing 

Adhikarana . . . , . . . . . . 1614 

The HamrdAana serves the purpose of holding the Soma .. 1614 

The Sdmidhlni verses help in the kindling of the Fire , . . . 1 614 

There can thus be no subserviency of the Havirdhana to the 

Samidheni .. .. . .. 1615 

The name ^Havirdhana'' cannot apply to anything except the 

holder oi Soma .. **. ** •* 1615 

If the Cart belonged to the Samidhenis, its name would be 

*Sdmidhemdhana\ .. .. .. .. .. 1615 


Adhikarana (8). The Subsidiary Sacrifices are to be performed 
through other persons . . . . - .. . . 

The main question is whether or not the names * Hotr ’ * Hautra ’ and 
the like signify particular performers and actions 
Preliminary question (dealt with in present Adhikarana) r Are all 
actions at the Dar 9 a<Purnamasa and such sacrifices to be done 
by the Master himself ? or the Primary act alone is to be done 
by him and the rest either by himself or through others ? or the 
Primary must be done by himself and the others must be done 
through others ? .. .. *• • • • • 

Purvapaksha (A); “ All the actions should be done by the Master 
himself” . . . . . . . . . . ». 

Purvapaksha (B) : “The Primary sacrifice must be performed by 
the Master himself, and the subsidiaries may be performed either 
by the Master or by others ” ^ . 

“ It is the Injunction of the Primary alone that contains the verb 
with the Atmanepada ending . . 

“With regard to the Subsidiaries, when performed by others, the 
Master can be regarded as the performer, on account of his being 
the Director of the entire performance’^ . . 

“The Atmanepada Ending does not always denote the operations 
of the Director ” ' .. i . ' • • •• •* 

“ The Atmanepada Ending does not necessarily imply the fact of 
the action being done by the person desiring the result of that 
action” . *•' 

Siddhanta : The Subsidiaries must be performed by other persons ; 
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because of the * purchase,’ payment for services, which cannot 
apply to the Master {Vide 10.2.23) .. . . 

The Atamnepada is to be taken as resting on the Bhavarm connected 
with the said ' payment for services ’ 

No incongruity in the Performer doing some acts himself and 
getting the others done by other persons . . 


Adhikarana (9). The number of Priests engaged at sacrihces is 
limited . . . . . . 

Question : If the Subsidiaries are be to done through other persons, 
is this number of persons to be so employed limited or not ? ^ , 

Purmpaksa : There can be no restriction in the number of Priests 

to be employed ” .. .. .. 

Siddhanta : There should be only as many performers as there are 
actions with names connected with the names of performers 
According to 2.2.22, the name of an action serves to differentiate it 
from others . . . - • . • . * * 

On the same principle the names of actions should differentiate 
their performers also . . 

The number of Priests should therefore be the same as that of the 
names of Actions . . . . . • • • 

As the name of actions after their performers is found in their 
originative Injunctions, there can be no incongruity in their 
serving to differentiate the performers 
Several appointments could not be made with regard to one and the 
same person . . .. 

Because all appointments are laid down as simultaneous 
Bhasya criticised , . . . . . . ; 


Adhikarana (10). ’The Camasddhvaryua are distinct priests 

BuJujeet-matter : The Gamasddhvaryus mentioned in connection with 
the Jyotishtoma . . . . .. 

Question: Are, or are not, the Camasadhmryus distinct from the 
AdhvaryUf the Hotr^ the Brahma and other priests ? 

Purmpaksa : “As they are called Adhvaryu, the Camasddhvdryus 
must be the same as the Adhvaryu priest, only as related to the 
OamasaSf Gups'"' , , . . 

Siddhanta: The separate name* Camasadhvaiyu' clearly indicates 
their difference from the others . . . . 

Also because they are appointed also separately from the others . . 


Adhikarana ( 1 1 ) • There should be a plurality of Gamasddhvaryus 
Question : Should there be only one Gamasddhvaryu, or many ? . . 

Purvapaksa : “ There should be one ” 

Siddhanta : “ They must be several ; as the originative injunction 
contains the plural forms * Gamasddhvaryavah ’ 


Adhikarana (12), The number of Gamasddhvaryus should be Ten 
Question Wlaat should be the number of Cam as adh vary us ? 
Purvapaksa : There being no particular number prescribed, they 
; should he three only, according to 1 1,1. 4,3 . . 

► Siddhanta : They should be Ten ; because in connection with the 
Da^p^ya sacrifice, which is a Modification of the Jyotishtoma, 
they are referred to as * Ten’ . . . . . . * . . 

: The number of Cups, Camasas, is Ten ; this also indicates the 
' same number for the 
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Adhikarana (13). The Qamitr is not disfcinob from the Principal 

Priests:,' .. ' .. ... 1620 

Question * Is the Qamitr included among the Principal PricBts ? or 
is he distinct from them ? ,, .* .. . .. 1626 

Purvapaksa: “ Aa he is mentioned by a distinct name * Qamitr * 
he must be distinct from the others*' . . . , . . 1626 

Siddhanta : He is not distinct from the others ; because the iiaiao 
‘ qamifr' does not appear in the originative Injunction . . 162G 

Adhikarana (14). The Vpaga Vti&Bt i» not distinct from the 

others .. .. .. .. .. .. 1028 

Subject-matter : The sentence * NadhvaryurupajapBt' prohibits the 
duties of the Upaga being performed by the Adhvaryu . . 1628 

Question: Are the duties of the Upaga to be performed by one of 
the Principal Priests other than the Adh vary ti ? or by a totally 
distinct priest ? .. . . .. .. .. 1628 

Siddharita : They should be performe 1 by on© of the Principal 

Priests (with the exception of the . . .. 1628 

Adhikarana (15). The Seller of Soma is distinct from the Priests 1629 

Question: Is the Soma-seller one of the Priests, or distinct from 
them ? .. .. .. «. .. 1629 

Purvapahsha: “The Soma-vend or must be on^ of the Principal 

Priests, as he is mentioned along With them’* 1629 

Siddkanta : The Somet-vendor is a totally different person . . 1029 

A.dhikarana (16). The name Via not applicable to all the 

persons engaged in a sacrifice . ♦ .. . . . . 1630 

Question : Are all the persons engaged in the performance of a sacri- 
fice to be called * JRiviks * ? or only some of them ? . . . . 1630 

Purvapahsha: “The term * JRtvik* literally means one who per- 
forms sacrifices at appointed times ; and as such is applicable to 
all persons engaged in the performance of a sacrifice ” . . 1030 

Siddkanta: The Vedio declaration * Saptadac^a Hvijah* distinctly 
precludes the application of the name * JRtvih^ to persona other 
than the Seventeen . . . . * • • » . * * ' ^ 

Persons other than the Seventee7h cannot be regarded as * function- 
ing towards the accomplishment of the sacrifice* . . . . 1031 

Being appointed cannot be the differentia of the * Rtvik * ' . . 1631 

The application of the name * Rtvik* is dependent, not upon its 
etymological meaning of * performing sacrifices at stated times,’ 
but on certain sanctifications, such as ‘ appointment,’ ‘receiving 
of tb© sacrificial fee,’ and so forth . . ... 1632 

These two conditions are fulfilled only by seventeen persons . . 1632 

The real denotation of the term ^ JRtvik* implies four factors:*— 

(1) ‘performing of sacrifices at stated times,’ (2) ‘capability oC 
performing sacrifices,’ (3) * being obtained by appointment,’ and ; - , . . 
(4) ‘ receiving of sacrificial fees * j ; ,v - 1634 

‘ Character of the brought about by Vedic study 1634 

Rtvihtva not created by Appointment , . , . . * • 1084 

Denotation of the name ‘ Ihmamya* „ : ■ , . ; ^ . . . lOoo 

At the Sattra, all the performers arei yo/omajia’ ; . . • . . , 

No ' appointment* of, or ‘Fees’ to Priests at the . ... 

The phrase ‘ Seventeen Rtviks V refers to persons .who hava been, 
previously ^sseertamed to possess the.; oaoacity to help in 'the 
sacrifice, and who have been . obtained means, of Appointment 
, ^ and Fees .. .. . a,;. .-V 
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« Tarawa* (Appointing) and * Bharana^ (rewarding) of Priests are 

equivalent to ‘ obtaining ’ *♦ ' .. .. 1636 

The declaration of ‘ Seventeen Priests * cannot be taken as singling 
out 1 7 frorn among the rest .. .. . . .* 1636 

The declaration serves the purpose of restricting the name * ptvih ® 
to the 'seventeen persons only .. 1637 

(^7)# ' BraUmS and tlie other Priests mentioned along 
with Initiations and Sacrificial Fees make up the ‘Seventeen 
Priests * . • . . . . . . . « . . 1 638 

Quee£ion .* Who are the persons referred to by the phrase ‘ Seventeen 
Priests* 1 .. .. ^ .. 1638 

Purvapaksha : “ Any person employed at the original sacrifice may 

bo regarded as included among the seventeen *V .. .. lii3B 

Siddhanta .* The number of Priests is limited by the Co-ordination 
of certain persons with certain sacrificial details . . .. 1038 

Thia Co-ordination is expressed in the sentence laying down the 
order in which Sacrificial Fees are to be paid .. .. 1638 

In this connection the Priests are only the Brahma and other 
Principal Priests, and not the minor ones .. .. 1638 

The Initiation also is laid down for the Principal Priests only . . 1638 

Denotation of the title ^ Rtmk '' m based upon * the performance of 
sacrifices at stated times ’ aa done hy the aaid Priests . . 1639 

Adhikaraijia (18). It is the Master who makes up the Seventeenth 

Priest .. •• .. .. .. .. 1640 

; Only Sixteen Priests are mentioned in connection 
with the Sacrificial Fees and the Initiations; other persons men- 
tioned in connection with the sacrifice are (1) The Sadasyas 
(assembled guests), (2) the Yajamana (Master of the Sacrifice) 
and {Z) the Camasadhmrytia .. .. . . 1640 

Question : Who is the ‘ seventeenth * Priest ? . , . . 1640 

Purvapaksha: “The Sadaaya renders services similar to those 
rendered by the other sixteen Priests, hence it is the Sadaaya that 
should be the Seventeenth ” , . . , . . . . 1640 

Siddhanta : The Master is the Seventeenth Priest . , . . 1640 

The Siddhanta does not mean the entire exclusion of the Sadasya 

from the sacrifice . . . , . , ’ . . . , 1641 

Though not * appointed,’ the Master fulfils all the other conditions 
of * Priest-hood * .. . , .. .. .. 1641 

The Sadasya, though ‘ appointed,’ has no special function in con- 
nection with the performance ,, ,, .. 1641 

The Sadasya is there only to witness the sacrifice . ♦ . , 1641 

The ‘appointment’ of the Sadasya is purely formal, in fulfilment 
of an Injunction to that effect .. .. 1041 

The assertion by the Bhashya that * there is no Sadasya ’ is much 
too sweeping ; and has no meaning . , . . . . 1 642 

Adhik^rai^a (19). (A) The Fire belongs to the Original Sacrifice 

5 aa i^ell as its Modifications (B) The actions named after particular 
• priests are to be performed by those priests . . . . 1643 

S’^ee^matter : Employment of things governed by Name . . 1643 

Question (a) : As regards Sacrificial Actions, may all the actions be 
; : done by any of the Priests ? or is there any restriction regarding 

•"'■f the actual performers ? / ' .4 1643 

Pih^vapahsha (B): As stated by BhSshya to be embodied in 
Sfitra (39) i “ AE the Priestet may perform all the actions, with- 
out any restriction; as they are all appointed for the purpose of 
accomplishing the Sacrifice .. .. ♦♦ 1643 


COTOENTS. 


cIy 


TWs sMtement of Pdrvftpakslia criticised ^ . . . : ' ' > , ' 

The exact raeaBing of * ail actions * .. * . « • 

Meaning of ‘ sarvam purumkaryam ' . , 

Meaning of ‘ earvartha ’ (in Sutra 39) as applying to the ‘ Fires ’ . , 

‘ Agnayagm svakakUmi^ (in Siitra 39) must be taken as the state 
ment of a . . . . * * . . * * 

The Adhihamna expounded as twofold, embodied in Sutra 39, of 
which the second half sets forth the SiddhSnta (A) and tii© first 
half the Purvapakaha (B) . . , . . • • 

The second exposition i Question (A) : Do the Sacrificial Fires belong 
to the Original Primary Sacrifice only, or to all sacrifices ? 
Purmpaksha (A) ; The Fires must belong to the Original Sacrifice 
only . . . . *. • r * . . • 

Siddhdnia (A) : The Fires should belong to all sacrifices 
The * sarvartha ' mentioned in the present connection is not the same 
as that mentioned in 3.6.16 

Siddkanta (A) [Put forward in the BhSshya as Adhikarana 20]: 
There should be a restriction regarding the Actions to be per- 
formed by each Priest, because there are distinct names, applied 
to Actions, after certain Priests 

^ Hautra^ is the name of Actions which are to be done by the 
Hotir Priest and so forth . . *.* ** 

Objection : “The name * Hautra* is not applied on the basis of the 
act being done by the particular Priest named Hoir ” 

“Nor is the name \Botr' dependent upon the doing of the acts 
called ‘ Haw/m’ ” , * .. • • 

“The connection between the two may be based entirely upon 
verbal similarity ” . . .. •• “ . . . 

Answer ; No connection can be based upon mere verbal similarity : 
There is no connection between what is signified by the word 
* with that signified by the word * Mala’' . . 

The connection between * Rdjya ’ and * Baja ’ 

On the basis of the two names ‘ Hotr ’ and * H. antra ’ we can assume 
a text to the effect that " Actions called Hauira form the duty of 
the Priest called Hotr ’ . . • • , 

This Adhikarana (B) serves as an introduction to the next 
Adhikarana . . . * . • 
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Adhikarana (21). [Exception to foregoing Adhikarana]: In cer- 
tain cases the indication of the performer by the name of the 
Action is not acceptable , . 

Question : Is the rule arrived at in the foregoing Adhikarana 
universal ? , . . , . , . . • * 

Purvapaksa : “ The rule is universal ” . . . . » • 

Siddkanta: The rule is not universal: In certain cases, the indica- 
tion of the general name (* Hautrai e,g.) may be inadmissible, in 
view of a specific Injunction . . 

The passage quoted in this connection by the BhSshya is not 
pertinent *. •• 

[The Vdrtika does not quote any other passage] 

Adhikaraiqia (22). The (Reciting) and the 

(Directing) are to be done jointly by the MaitrSvaru^ Priest . 
Visayavakya : * Tasman nt^Uravarnna^ prSsyati canueaha co, 
which mentions the two actions of .8eci^^ngr and Directing^ found 
to be named respectively * idhvarydva^ exid *Hautra' after the 
Adhvaryu and the Hotr Priest respectively • • 

Questim : Does' the sentence preclude 
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names in all oases of Reciting and Directing, or in only some 
cases ? . . . / .... 

Pvrvapaksha : All RecUi'nga and all Directings to be done by 

the Maitravaruna Priest, and the Direct Declaration sets aside 
the indications of the names in all eases . . 

Siddhanta : The sentence quoted applies only to the case of the 
Reciting of the FuromwdJcya, which is accompanied by direetivo 
words . . ... . . . . . . . . 

The sentence does not apply to all Recitings and Directings 
The sentence occurs in connection with the PuronnvakyS only 
The Puronuvakya verses end with the imperative word • yaja ’ 

The Puronuvakya has a mixed character, being 7'ecitable and also 
containing directions .. .. . . . . 

It could not therefore be done either by the Adhvaryu or by the 
Hotr . . . . . , . . 

The Puronuvakya-reciting is to be done by the Maitravaruna 
The Hot? cannot do the Puronuvakya^ as he is specifically men- 
tioned in connection with the Prataranuvaka 


to be done bv 


Adhikarana (23). The Gdmasadwma is to be done by the 
Adhvaryu .. .. .. 

Question : Is the Oamasa homa to be performed by the Gama- 
aad/ivar?/t^ or by the Adhvaryu ? .. . . . . 

Purvapaksha: “On account of the specific name * Camasa-horna' 
all the Actions therein involved Unnayana, Asadana and Homa 
are to be done by the CamasSdhvryu ” . , . . 

Siddhanta : The Camasa-homa should be done by the Adhvarjm . . 

Other priests also are spoken of in connection with the Camasas . . 

The Oamasadhvaryus can act for the Adhvaryu , only in eases where 
the Adhvaryu is unable to do the Homa . . . , 


Adhikarana (24), The and the Vdjapeya are performed by 

several Priests .. .. 

Subject-matter : The Qyena sacrifice prescribed in tlic Audgdtra sec- 
tion and the Vajapeya prescribed in the Adhvaryava section . , 
Question: Are all Actions connected with the *°^d the 

Vajapeya to be doxie hy the Udgatr and the Adhvaryu respect- 
ively T or are both to be done by several Priests f . 
Purvapaksha : ** All actions connected with the Qy^na are to be 
done by the Vdgatr, and all actions connected with the Vajapeya 

are to be done by the Adhvaryu . . 

Siddhanta : The Qyena should be performed by several Priests 
The Names of the Subsidiary are not set aside by the Primary 
Kantakavitodana .. 




FADA VIH. 








Adhik^r^lt;^ (1)* The Purchase is to be done by the Master 
Exception to Indications by Hame 

SuJbject-mattsr : The Purchasing of priestly services mentioned 
among ^ Adhvaryem^ ’ acts 

Question: Is the purchase of Soma to be done by j the Master of the 
sacrifices ^ or by the Adhvaryu and the other Priests ? 

^ PuTvar^^ha: “The Purchase is to be done by the Adhvaryu, at 
t the implomtion by the' Yajarmna^ the Master 
, - Siddhanta: Mere Tmploration ^ by the Yaiamaua is not cuunte- 
•' Jaanced'by Veda* 
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The paying of the J’ee is the method countenanced by Veda, for 
securing the services of Priests .. . . 

And this ‘ paying ’ is done by the Yajamanaj who thus does the 
* purchase ’ . . . . . . . . 

The ‘purchasing' is sometimes done by a Priest, whore it is^direetly 
enjoined by the Veda to be so done ,, 

‘ Etam ishtakam, etc., affords a case where the act is not done by 
the Master , 

Adhikarana (2). The ShamvjdLnd. other Purificatory Rites pertain 
to the Master .. 

Stibject-maUe?' : Head-shaving, Toeth-cleansing and Bathing enjoin- 
ed in connection with sacrifi-ces 

Question: Are the Shaving, etc., to be done for the Master or for 
the Priests ? . » . . 

Pitrvapaksha : “The acts, being named ^ Adhvaryava" should be 
done by for the Adhvaryu and other Priests ” . 

Siddhanta : Shaving, etc., pertain to the Master; as they serve to 
enable the Master to experience the Result 
Samskdras are productive of capability in Men 
Obtaining of the Fee is the only Result accruing to the Priests 
For the obtaining of Fees, no Samskdra is necessary 
Samskdra essential for the results accruing to the Master 
The Teeth-cleaning for the Master is not to be done by tlie 
Adhvaryu, » .. .• .. .. •• 

Head-shaving always done by the Barber 

Where the action is to be done by the Adhvaryu, the Text uses the 
verb in the Parasmaipada form 

Where the action is mentioned as subservient to the person, its 
performer is not indicated by its name 
Purificatory Rites, being related to Apurva, must belong to the 
Master . . . . . . • . 

Purificatory Rites cannot belong to both Master and Priest 

Adhikaraigia (3). The Penances are to be done by the Master . . 
Subject matter : Ctertain Penances prescribed in connection with 
sacrifices 

Question: Are the Penances to be done by the Master or by the 
Priests ? . . . . . . • * » * . / * 

Purvapaksha : ** The Penances are to be done by the Pnest witti 
whose name the text prescribing it is connected 
Siddhanta: Penances, like Purificatory Rites, are productive of 
capability to enjoy results, and as suCh must be done by the 
Blaster . . . . • . • • . . 

Capability is of two kinds . , . . f • 

Penances produce that capability which removes defects 
Purificatory Itites produces that capability which brings about good 
qualities ‘ i •" 

Penances remove sin, by the pain involved in them 
PrayashchUtas set aside Adliarma , • ^ 

Vedic text in support of Siddhanta 
Penances can be done by Priests , < 

Injunction 'svt-p 

Adhlfcarana (4); Tho ‘ Red Turban.-ieto, belong to all the Priests 
By first oiplanation (in Bhashya)? this'_ SStra (4) answers tho 
Purvapaksha argument of foregoitig Adhikarana . . ■ ■ • • 

First explanation defoctiv© fr 


only when suchjs the direct 
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By second explanation the Sutra embodies a distinct Adhikarana 
SiibjecP-maUer : Certain details, appearing like Purificatory Rites, 
are prescribed as to be performed by the Priests, e.g., the ‘ Red 
I'urban " and so forth , .. .. 

Question : Do these details pertain to all Priests ? or only to the 
onn with whose name their injunctive text is connected ? 
PCrvapaksha : “ The details pertain to the one Priest with whose 
name their Injunction is connected : The ‘ Red Turban ’ pertains 
to the Udgatr ” .. .. 

Lohitosnidha Ritvijah . . . . , . . . . . 

Sidclhanta : Th0’*Red Turban and other details pertain to all Priests 

Adhikaraija (5). Desire for Rain belongs to the^Master 
Visayavahya : ‘ Yadi TcdmayBt varshBt par f any ah, etc., . . 

Question: To whom does the desire for this minor result. Rain 
pertain ? to the Priest or to the Master ? 

Purvapakeha : “The desire for minor results pertains to the 
Adhvaryu ” . . . . . . . . , . 

Siddhanta: The minor result also pertains to the Master 
The Parasmaipada ending not incompatible with the Siddlianta - . 
The desire can pertain to others only when distinctly spoken of as 
such as in the text * Udgatd atman^. vd yam kdmam kdmayeta, etc.’ 

Adhikarana (6), MantrasS beginning with ^ Ayurdd' belong to the 
Master , , ■ , . ' 

Subject-matter : Such Mantras as ‘ Ayurdd ugne ayurmS dheki* 
Question: Are the Mantras to be recited by the Master or by the 
Priests ? . . 

Purvapakeha : “ The Benedictory Mantras are to be recited by the 
Adhvaryu, who begs for results for the sake of the Master 
Siddhanta : The Benedictory Mantras are to be recited by the 
Master . . , . , . . 

The Mantras in question occur along with others which are to be 
recitddbv the Master .. .. .. 





Adhikarana ( 7 )* The Mantra mentioned in two sections is to be 
recited by the Priests after whom those sections are named 

Subject matter : The Mantra * Pancandm, etc.’ occurring in the 
Adhvaryava and the Yaja^ndna sections 

Question: Is the Mantra to be recited conjointly by both the 
Adhvaryu and the Yajamdrui ? or optionally, by one or the other ? 
or always by the Adhvaryu alone ? or always by the Yajamdna 
only ? . . . . . , 

Siddhanta : It is to be recited by both the Adhvaryu and the 
Yajaman .. .. .. 

It cannot be recited by the Master only 

The use of the reciting of the Mantra by the Yajamdna lies in its 
being a means of* examining the doings of the Adhvaryu 

AdhikRrEQS. (8). The Learned alone are to repeat the Mantras . . 

Subject-matter : Mantras to be recited by the Master 

Question: Are Manttas to be recited by all kinds of Yajamdna or 
by only such as are learned ? . . . . 

Purvapakeha: “ The Ignorant as well as the Learned Yajamdna 
are to recite Mantras ** 

Siddhanta : The Ignorant person is not spoken of in connection with 
sacrificial performances , , 



CONTEHTS., 


: Til til© case of the learned Fa/aw ana also, words of prompting are 
„ necessary , ' , .... ■ . . ' 

Only that much of knowledge of Veda is essential for the Yajarmna 
as would enable him to perform his sacrificial duties .. 

v>SVad%ay a ’ means the whole Veda 

Knowledge of Philosophy and other Subsidiary Scien^s is not 

' necessary for the YajamSna . .. ■ ' ■ ■ . 

Adllikara^a (9)« Th© Twelve Dmndms are to be performed by 
the Adhvmyu .. . * .. .. 

.^ubject'Tnatter : The twelve actions * VcUsamupdmsrjati * and the 
rest laid down in connection with the Dar^a-Purnamasa 
Question: Are the twelve actions to be performed by the Adhiiaryv 
or by the Yajarnanu ? > . . . . . 

Piirvapakaha : “ They are to be performed by the Ynfamana ” 
Slddhanta : They are to be performed by the Adhmryu 
Character of ‘ Dvandva ’ explained . . . . . . 

It is only the Coupling, the Dvandmtva, of the actions that could be 
done by the Yajamana .. .. .. 

The performance of the actions must bo by the Adhmryu 
In reality the Coupling also is to be done by the Adhmryu 

Adhikaratta (19). The Adhmryava-Karana should be performed 
by the Hoir .. .. .. .. .. 

SiSjeci-matter : Two Mantras recited at the Jyotishtoma : ( 1) ‘ Pari- 
virasi, etcd and ‘ Yuvd suvasah, 

Question: At the Kundapayinamayana, the reciting of only one 
Mantra being possible, which one of the t\7o Mantras is to be 
recited and which omitted ? .. . . .. 

Purvapahsha: Yuva suvdsa, etc., is the Mantra to be recited, 

Pc^vlrasi, etc., is to be omitted ” 

Siddhdnta : ‘ Parivlrasi^ is the Mantra that should be recited 
Several explanations of ‘ inherent relationship * of Mantras 
Hotr becomes connected with the Mantra belonging to the 
Adhvaryu 

Objections answered . , 

Conclusion: The Karanch Mantra belonging to the Adhvaryu should 
be recited and by the Hotr , , . ^ . • , * ‘ 


Adhlkara^a (11). 

Directing and Action Commissioned, to be done by diffierent 
persons ». .* •• •• •• •* 

Subject-matter : Directions as in ‘ Prok^anirasSdaya etc.* 

Question : Is the person directing the same that follows the direc* 
tion ? . . . . . . ^ y 

Purvapahaa ; “ Both should be done by the same person * 

Because both acts have been called ‘ Adhvaryava * 

Siddhania : The Director is different from the Actor 
SiddhSnta involves no anomalies . . 


Adhikaraiaa (12). Directing done by Adhvaryu and Acting by 

Agnldh .. 

' •(same aa above) *'■■* *'' - , ' 

Question : Who is to do the Directing and who the Actiag ? 
Purvapahaa : “ Directing to be done by the Agoldh *^* .^* . 

Directing done by Adhvaryu ;* 

Name ‘ Adhvaryu* sometimes applied to be A|jpaTdh fedfc*tctly ! 
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Adhikarana (13). Karaha-Mantras ask for results accruing to the 
Master . . .... . . . . . . , . .. 

Subject-matter : The lsl^xittti.\ MamagrB varco etc. " 

Q}iestio7i : Js the ‘ glory ' asked for in the Mantra meant for the 
Priest or for the Master ? .. .. . . , * 

PUrvapaksa “The glory • aecr lies to tha Priest reciting the 
Mantra . . .. . . .. .. 

Siddhanta: The glory accrues to the Master .. 

Benedictions are subsidiary to the Principal action 
Anvadhana of Fire not done by the Master . . 

All benedictions pronounced by Priests are meant for the Master , v 


Adhikarana (14) . Results affecting actions belong to Priests 
(Exception to foregoing Adhikarana) 

S-iibject-matter : The Mantra * Agnat’ffnw etc.’ which speaks of * 
make me hot ’ .. . . » . 

Question: Does the result — ‘not making hot* — pertain to 
Master or to the Priest reciting the Mantra f . . 

Purvapakm : (embodied in the SiddhSnta of preceding Adhi.) 
Siddhanta: Buch results as affect the Actions pertain to 
Priest . . . . .. ... . . 

Because such is distinctly mentioned . . 


Adhikarana (15)* Purification of Materials pertains to Primary 
and Subsidiary Sacrifices . . .. 

This Adhi. only applies the Siddhanta of 3-7-1 to the subject of the 
Purification of Materials ». .. . . 


Adhikarana (16). Accessory Details peculiar to the Primary are 
not applicable to the Modifications • 

Subject-matter : Sacrificial details * . 

Question : Do all accessory details apply to the Modifications ? 
Purvapaki^a : ** All accessory details are applicable to Modifications 
also ” . . . . . . . . , . ^ 


Siddhmita : The detail peculiar to the Primary cannot apply to tlie 
Modifications .. .. .. .. ' 


Bhasya explained 


Adhikarana. (17). Vidhrti and Pavitra to be made of Paribho- 
jamya grmB .. .. .. . . 

Subject-matter : Making oj Pavitra and Vidhrti 
Question : Are these to be made of grass meant for spreading on the 
altar ? or of some other grass ? . . 

’ * Pvrvapaksa ; “ They are to be made of the grass meant for spread- 
“ ■' ' ’ ing on the altar , 

, : i v Siddhanta : They are to be made of the Paribhojaniya grass 


Adhikarana (18). it is the Cake etc. of the Original Sacrifice that 
^ ' I ^ ' should be kept in i . - . . . . . . - 


■ Subject-matter : * Puroda 9 a 9 akalarn etc.’ 

Question: Is the ‘cake-piece’ cut out of the cake used at the 
. Original Sacrifice t -mr from^'elsewhere ^ . 

‘Pprvapaksa : “ The pieces are to be obtained from elsewhere , 
Sid^^ta: The^pieces should^ be . obtained from the cake used 
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AdMkarana (19). The specification of Upamgu pertains to Princi- 


pal Action ^ .. .. .. .. .. 1705 

Visayavakya: * Yajnatharvana vaai kamy a istayak etc.'" 1705 

Qu'estion : The * Quietness ’ of Upamcu— does it pertain to Primary 
only--or to Subsidiaries also ? . . .. .. /. 1705 

Pmvapakm : ** The Quietness is to be observed in all sacrifices ” . . 1705 



Siddhanta: It is meant for the Primary only 


Adhikarana (20) 


At the subsidiary of the Qyena simple Butter 
should be used in place of Clarified Butter. . 

Visayavakya: * DriinavanUamajyam^ .. 

Question : Is this NavanUa to be used at Qyena ? or as its subsidia 
ries ? . . . . 

Purvapaksa : It is to be used at the Qyena itself 
Siddhanta : It is to be used at the Subsidianes of the Qyena 
Objections answered . . ,. .. 


Adhikarana (21) 


Simple Butter is used for Clarified Butter at all 
Subsidiaries of the Qyena .. ** 

.* (same as in foregoing Adhikarana) .. .. 

Question: Is the NavanUa to be used at all Subsidiaries or only at 
those at the time of the Suty a 7 

Purvapaksa : “ It is to be used only at those performed at the time 
oftheSutya” .. .. 

Siddhanta : It is to be used at all Subsidiaries of the Qyena 


Llikarainia (22). Only Savaniya offerings consist of flesh 
Visayavakya : * Sarnsthite samsthiie ’ kani .... savamyd hhavanti , . 
Question: Is the cake made of the flesh to be offered at the 
Savaniya only ? or at ail offerings ? . , 

Purvapaksa : ** It is to be offered in all offerings ” 

Siddhanta : It is to be used at the Savaniya only 
Objections answered .. .. .. .. 


Concluding Verse 
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ADHIKARANA (1). 

(Ow the authority of the Arthamda passages.) 

Aphorism (1) : ** The purpose of the Veda lying in the laying 
down of actions, those {pm*ts of it) which do not serTe that 
purpose are useless ; and in these is the Veda non-eternal,” 

The authority of the Veda with regard to Dliarma haying been estab- 
lished all round, the Aphorisms now proceed to explain the uses of Injunc- 
tions, Artliavddas and Mantras (the three parts of the Veda), 

The foregoing (dealt with in the Clokavdrtika) has established 
the authority of the Veda in general; and the author now proceeds to deal 
with the authority of the various portions of the Veda, taken separately. 
Or, it may be, that having ascertained the authoritative chara<3ter of the 

[Piida I baa been dealt with by the author in his QloJcavartiJcat which has been trams- 
lated for this Series— Nos. ^65 et 

■ i * 
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Vrf., a, ..«,o. «„ proeeeS, to e.pl.in lb. "‘5‘7"'" *” 

l>h™, of tl,. tobolo of tbe T.ao. oon.i.tmg of b.®,. (b.,^ 

J, (^Mioioty »a !<•”»■ “f »' ‘»...b«os 

considered separately with reference to 4P \ i 

Now Ihi 00 tbi. petal w. h.» lb. lolloo-tag Pb Rb APAOHi. 

“ Having Wun mth the declaration tlmfc ‘the nature of D^ama 
. S, S for its sole anthontj, ifc has been 

hes m a purpose lujnnction ; 

“shown that the means of was that tbe 

“ and the final eonclasion arrived at (iti the^l^ Actions. This 

“ objects of Injunctions were laid down for the Injunctions and 

“ clearly shows that the said authority belongs only Bharma or 

“ the Prohibitions (contained in the Veda). Conseqi?^^^^^^^ these (In 
Adharma cannot be pointed out by any words other thA 
“junctions and Prohibitions). *• 

'^It has also been explained that words vserve no other purp;^^ 

“ that of expressing that which has not been known before. Ther^l " 
“may be that due authority belongs to the passages included in the In]‘uli^i‘^ 
“tions and the Prohibitions, which serve to point out the Results, the 
“ Means and the Methods of the various Actions ; but as regards the pas- 
“^sages other than these, viz.: those that fall in the category of the 
“ Artbavada, or the Mantra or the Name, — such /i., as ‘ S^orodU^^ * IsM^ 
“ &c., ’ and the like,— though they may he independent of all human 
“ authorship, and may be duly expressive, yet they cannot have any author- 
“ it-y in the matter of Bharma and Adharma ; for the simple reason that they 
“ do not serve any purpose with regard to these j specially as when taken in 
“ their direct significations, these passages do not point out anything (with 
“ regard to Bharma or Adharma) ; and as such their uselessness with 
“ regard to them is quite patent. 

“ If, by means of some indirect method of implication, the usefulness of 
“ these be sought to be established, even then, there being no standard for 
definitely fixing (these significations), it would never he possible to get at 
“any definite conclusions with I’egard to Bharma and Adhai'ma (by means 
“of such passages). It is only that sentence which has been duly compre- 
“ bended (in a definite sense) thit can be twisted about to afford other 
“ meanings, by means of elliptical and other modifications ; consequently the 
“ sentence being only in the form ‘ S'orodU' Q He wept 0, it may he taken to 
“ have two (contrary) implications : (1) since a great man wept, we ought to 
“weep ; and (2) since even great men are subject to such disorder's, we ought 
“ to try our best to avoid them. And thus inasmuch as we are unable to decide 
“ as to whS^her the passage is to be taken as an Injunction or as a Prohibit 
“ tion (of weeping), it ' cannot in any way help us to definitely ascertain 
1 The view of the opponent. 
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the character of iveeping ^' — as to whether it is Bharma or Adhanna. On 
•' the other hand, it is quite clear that weeping is opposed to direct scriptural 
‘‘ injunctions (which lay down the necessity of auspicious actions, YYhile 
‘‘ loeeping is distinctly inauspicious)* Then, again, the passage in question is 
also clearly opposed to direct Sense-perception (inasmuch as it speaks of 
the tears being silver, while as a matter of everyday perception, we find 
the tears to be liquid and quickly evaporating)* It may be urged that they 
“ serve to describe a certain state of things ; but though they may be quite 
“ true in this, the description does not serve any useful purpose; and as 
“such the uselessness of such passages (with regard to Dtoma) remains 
“ unchanged. 

“Similarly, such passages as Hhe smoke alone of the fire during 
“ the day, &c.,’ are untrue, even in their direct significations, as we shall 
“ point out later on. 

“ As for the fact of these Arthavdda passages being taken in connection 
“ with other direct Injunctions, this only serves to spoil their own natural 
“forms; and for such interpretation, too, there is no authority. Taken by 
“ themselves (^.e,, even apart from any Injunctions) these passage are 
“ capable of giving some sense ; and so long as they do point out something 
“definitely, the mere fact of their being useless (with regard to Bharma 
“ and Adharma) cannot justify our saddling upon them other implications, 
“ which may serve certain purposes (with regard to Bharma)^ but which 
“ are not capable of being cognised directly (by means of the said passages). 
“ For when we come across a piece of stone, the mere fact of its being 
“ useless cannot justify the assumption that we have seen a mass of gold. 
“ It is a rule with all means of right notion that they point to facts that 
“are directly amenable to themselves — be they either useful or useless; 
“ and it is in accordance with this that they are held to lead to such results 
“ as the acceptance of that which is useful, the avoidance of that which is 
“ harmful, and the neglect of that which is useless. [This diversity would 
“ not be possible if they always pointed to useful things] when acceptance 
“ would be the only result. And again, it is only after the means of right 
“ notion has appeared (and pointed out its object), that we can ascertain 
“ its usefulness or uselessness ; and certainly this ascei'tainment does not 
“ constitute the source of that means. Consequently, the usefulness or the 
“ uselessness of a thing must be ascertained with reference to itself, as 
“ soon as it comes to be cognised ; and there is no such rule as that only 
“ useful things should be cognised. Even in a case where the means of 
“ knowledge (the Eye for instance) is absolutely at the person’s cojmmand, 
“ such a rule is not possible ; how, then, can it be applied to the case of such 
“ things as are only cognisable by means of the Veda, which is eternal, and 
“ has not been composed by an author ? Nor has it been ascertained that 
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“ tlie Teda points out only useful things ; in fact, this is what we are consi- 
dering now — what the Yeda has got to say with regard to such and such 
‘‘a thing; and haying ascertained this we shall be able to act up to its 
** direct declarations ; consequently we cannot, at this stage of the enquiry, 
‘‘ raise any extraneous questions with regard to the Yeda— such, for in- 
“ stance, as does the Yeda speak of useless things ? — If so, what is the use 
“ of studying it and retaining it in memory ? Because in the matter of 
the Yeda, all men are mere interpreters ; and as such they are all depeu- 
dent upon it; and it is only after the Yeda has been duly studied, that 
there arises an occasion for examining its contents ; no one can ever com- 
“mence such examination, without having previously fully studied the 
“ Yeda. And when, subsequently, he does come to examine it, his previous 
“ study does not help him in arriving at any conclusions, if he has studied 
the Yeda, without comprehending its meaning; as we have shown in the 
foregoing Pada, 

“ For these reasons, the instance of the passages dealing with the Agni- 
whose uselessness is denied on the ground of their use being dis- 
“tinctly perceptible, cannot lead to the conclusion that the passages in 
“ question {ArtJiavcidas) also have their use. Because for such iuvestiga- 
“ tions we can do nothing better than duly comprehend what is directly laid 
“ down. People undergo all the trouble of assuming (through a far-fetched 
connection with an indirect Injunction) that the passages in question 
** imply either -glorification or villification ^ ; but these do dot fall within the 
three factors of the BTiavan^ (denoted by the Injunction), and as such 
cannot be accepted (as in any way connected with the Injunction) ; 
"because what is not included in the Bhdvand does not serve as the basis 
for either Injunction or Prohibition ; and that which is not thus related 
to these is far from constituting a desirable end of man. 

“ Then, again, if such passages were assumed to signify glorificatio 7 i or 
‘‘ villification^ there would be a mutual interdependence ; inasmuch as it is 
‘‘ only as consisting of such glorification or villification^ that these passages 
can be taken along with direct Injunctions ; and this connection with 
‘‘direct Injunctions also depends upon the implication of the latent 
^^fication or villification, 1^‘one of these two are ordinarily recognised as 
“ being the real basis of another ; and hence nothing definite can be ascer- 

1 If by these you mean the fact of the particular action leading to desirable or 
undesirable results, or that of its being, enjoined or prohibited, then, inasmuch as these 
are expressed by other means, they cannot be said to constitute the use of the Arthavada 
passages. There is no other purpose that can be served by these in connection with In- 
3 unctions : nor can these latter be said to be indicated by the Arthavada passages. And 
hence they could serve some purpose if they fell within the Bhdvana ; but this they 
do not do. 
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‘Hained (iu tlie matter of such interdepeBdence). For these reasons we 
conclude that inasmuch as these passages stand apart (from the Injunc- 
‘‘ tions) it is far more reasonable to regard them as absolutely useless. 

Says the Bhashya : ‘ This M art attach upon only a part of the tohole 
sentence" Though the Arthamdam distinct from the direct signification 
of the Injunction, yet it is spoken of, by the Bhashya, as being a part of 
the (Injunctive) sentence, in accordance with the orthodox Mtmmsa tenet 
(that the Arthavada is to be taken along with the Injunction). This is not 
in accord with the view of the Objector, who treats of the Arthavada as a 
“ sentence entirely distinct (from the Injunction). Or the words of the BM^ 
^Ishya may he taken to mean that the attack is only upon a few of the sen- 
‘Hences (of the Yeda, w,, the passages). As for those that are 

accompanied by direct Injunctions, there is no question (as to their useful- 
“ ness or authority) ; and as for those that, containing injunctive words, and 
‘‘ thereby capable of expressing direct injunctions, even without the Artha* 
vada passages, subsequently come to he related to these latter, and thereby 
‘‘ become mixed up with the relation of the glorification and the glorified, ~ 
the authenticity of such passages is questioned only so far as their connec- 
tion with the ArthavMic signification is concerned, and not with regard 
“ to their usefulness to man, based upon their injunctive character. 

‘‘ Such passages, however, as only describe certain present events, and 
:lTj|‘^are incapable of any injunctive signification, without the help of the 
Arthavada, — e.^., ^ one who uses a Sruva of the Ehadira wood, offers, as 
ifej^fcf it were, the very essence of the Yedas’, — have been attacked (in the Sutra), 

^ “ by means of a questioning of the authority of a part of them (namely, the 
Arthavada) 

... . " " V .' . ■ . . . . 

Aphorism (2): '‘Also because of the contradiction of the scrip- 
tures and directly perceived facts.” 

“ Whether the theft and the lie exist or not, in the mind and the speech 
“respectively, the declaration of such facts (in the Yedic sentences '’stenam 
manah," ^ anrtavddml vak") yrith. reierence to Bharmaf cannot have any 
7 ’* authority, even with regard to their own direct denotations. If an elliptical 
^ construction be put upon the sentences, — they being taken to mean tbat 
“ inasmuch as the mind and speech are the principal factors in the body, the 
,/ “ said conduct of these ought to be imitated by the other sense-organs, — then 
“ we have a contradiction of the scriptures. 

“ It may be urged that these sentenefes serve to point out the alternative 

1 Because the mind can never steal, and speech can never tell a lie, the two 
sentences fail even in their direct significations. Even if they be held to he expla- 
natory of certain unseen events, then, too, serving no useful purpose in regard to an 
action, they can have no authority. 
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course of conduct (to that which is laid down in such sentences as ‘ never 
‘‘ commit a theft/ ‘ never tell a lie inasmuch as tlie theft and lying are 
“enjoined (by the sentences in question), and are also prohibited (by other 
“sentences). But this theory is not tenable, on account of there being a 
“ diferenee in the processes of the said Injunction and Prohibition, inas- 
“ much as the former has got to be assumed by means of an elliptical con- 
“ struction, &c,, while the latter is distinctly laid down (by a direct prohibi- 
“ tive Injunction). 

** Objection^ : ^ But even though a Direct Injunction be weak in itself, 
“ yet it becomes equal in strength to tlie Prohibition that owes its very 
“ existence to the former, as will be sliown later on, under the first aphorism 
“ of the eighth Fada of the Tenth AdhayaJ 

“ Bejply : True ; in a case where the action prohibited is such as can be 
“ performed only in obedience to a certain Injunction contained in the Veda, 
“there may be such dependence (of the Prohibition upon the Injunction). 
“ But in a case (like the one cited) where we have the Prohibition of an 
“ action that is performed, under the goad of passion (for wealth f.i.), the 
“ Prohibition asserts itself independently of any Injunctions ; and as such 
“it becomes stronger in its operation, as we shall explain in the Pada 
“above ref erred to, in the second aphorism, following the one quoted above. 

“ Stealing and Lying are performed independently of any Vedic texts 
“ enjoining these actions ; and as such the Prohibition of these is indepen- 
“dent of all Injunctions j and this prohibition cannot but set aside any 
“ Injunctions that might be assumed. For this reason we conclude that the 
“ Arthavdda passage in question is absolutely useless, 

“We now proceed to prove the uselessness of Artliavada passages, as 
“ shown by their own meanings and implications. 

“ It is a fact of commoh experience, that during the day as well as during 
“ the night, we perceive, in the fire, both smoke and flame ; and we cannot 
“ say either that it is purely smoke, or that it is only flame (while this is 
“ what is done by the ArtLavdda -gasmge ‘ Smoke alone is perceived daring 
“the day’). ISTor is it possible to ascertain definitely that during the day 
“ the flame of the fire enters into the Sun, while during the night, the Sun 
“ enters into the flame (in support of which the former Arthavdda passage 
“seems to have been brought forward); because the fact tliat has been 
“adduced in support of such mutual transferences of the Sun and the Fire, 
“ has not yet been fully established as true. 

“Or, again, the ‘ nomascertainment ’ (spoken of in the Bhdshya) may 

^ Though the Prohibition may refer to a particular case, yet without a general 
Injunctioa, no such Prohibition can be possible j and thus both being equally indispens- 
able, we cannot but accept both as, equally reasonable alternatiyes ; such is the sense of 
the objection. 
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^‘ mean tliafc it is not possible for ns to assume this passage to have been 
“ said in praise of the fact of the sun shining only during the day and fir© 

“ shining only at night ; because this, latter statement is not true. 

*‘Or, the ‘non-ascertainment’ may mean that it is not possible to de- 
“finitely specify that the mawsJm ‘ /Swrt/o ^c./ is to be employed in 

“the morning, and ‘ in the evening. 

“ Or, lastly, it may mean that we are not able to ascertain that the 
“ whole of the Yeda is an authority ior JDharma, 

“ The Bhdshya 1ms first of all cited an instance of the contradiction of 
“ scriptures (in the shape of the assertion of and lying with refe- 

“ rence to mind said speech) ; and then it has cited two instances (the seeing 
“ of smoke Silone dming the day, and the mutual transference of the Sun 
“ and Fire) of the contradiction of direct perception * and again it has ad- 
“duced an instance (‘We know not whether we are Brahraanas or non- 
“ Brahmanas’) of the contradiction of scriptures. And the reason for so 
“ many similar examples being cited, as also for the want of proper sequence 
“ in their citing, lies in the fact of the Bkashya having in view the sense 
“ and the order of the subsequent Sutrusy that embody the final position of 
“ the Siddlidnta, and which meet each of the arguments now adduced in the 
*^Purvapaksha. 

“ The passage ‘ We know not, &c.,’ is meant to be taken along with the 
“ Injunction of the appointing of the Arsheya priest. But inasmuch as the 
“passage does not signify either this action (of appointing) or anything 
“ related to it, it cannot be accepted as having any authority bearing upon 
“that Action. For certainly, no ignorance, doubt or misconception, with 
“regard to Brahmanahood could be of any use in the Sacrifice. Nor can 
“we admit that as a glorification which is contradictory to direct Percep- 
“tion. Nor, again, can the passage have any anthoiuty, so long as it only 
“speaks of mere ignorance of Brahmanahood. 

“ It may be asked how this declaration of ignorance contradicts a fact 
“ of direct Perception, when, as a matter of fact, among a certain number 
“ of men resembling one another, the fact of one or many of them being a 
“ Brahmana can be ascertained only by means of scriptures. But in reality 
“ this is not a subject for scriptures ; because the class Brahmana is as much 
“ an object of ordinary perception as the class iree. 

“ Question ; ‘ How can the class Brahmana he known by ordinary 
“ men ? ’ 

“ Answer : It is known by direct Sense-perception. 

Question: ‘But, then, how is it that even when the person is before 
“ our eyes, if we do not know the details of his parentage, &c., we are 
“ unable to ascertain whether he is a Brahmana or not, until someone tells 
“ us of it P’ 
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Answer : Well, the reason for this lies in the absence of proper facnl- 
“ ties in ns for perceiving the Brahmanahood ; exactly in the same way as we 
“ are unable to recognise a certain object as the ‘ tree ' until the meaning of 
the word has been explained to ns. 

“ The following arguments might be urged against us : ‘ The cases of 
“ the Brahmana and that of the Tree are not quite identical ; because eyeii 
before the explanation of the word tree, the particular class denoted by 
“ the word has ever been recognised as differentiated from other classes, and 
‘‘inhering in all individual trees, —these latter appearing in the shape of 
“a certain object with leaves, branches, &o. ; while in the case of the class 
“ such is not the case (because there are no perceptible marks 

“ that could differentiate the Brahmana from other men) ; and, again, in 
“the case of the Brahmana, even when one has fully comprehended the 
“ meaning of the word, he is unable, in the absence of other means, to as- 
certain the fact of a particular person being a Brahmana. For instance, 
“neither the wearing of the sacred thread, nor the study of the Veda, can 
“be the means of such ascertainment; because these two features are 
“common to all the three higher castes; as for the work of teaching 
“ (which is laid down for the Brahmanas exclusively), inasmuch as such 
“ Kshatriyas andyai9yas as have transgressed the limitations to their duties, 
“are also found to be engaged in that work, this can serve only as a very 
“doubtful index. In fact, alb these can belong to 5h^Jt*as ^Ibo, — such of 
“them as are not mindful of their own specified duties and transgress the 
“ limitations laid down in the scriptures . Consequently none of these can 
“ serve as a sure index of Brahmanahood. And if one were to accept a 
“man as a Brahmana, without proper consideration, such a person would, 
“ as reasonably purchase a piece of shell, thinking it to be silver ? ’ 

“ These arguments, however, do not touch our position. The dissimi- 
“larity of the case of the class cannot affect our conclusion with 
“ regard to the perception of the class Brahmana ; specially as it has 
“already been explained (in the section on Ahriti, in the ^loJcavartiha) 
“that there are different methods for the cognition of different classes. 
“ (Consequently the fact of the process of cognising the class Brahmana 
“ not being exactly similar to that of the cognition of the class tree, cannot 
“ in any way invalidate onr perception of the former). 

“ Thus, then, just as, in accordance with the exigencies of each indi- 
“ vidual case of the cognition of a class, we admit of various causes, in 
“ the shape of, (1) the sense of vision ; (2) the remembrance of a word that 
“ has its denotation extending over many individuals ; (3) px^oximity to the 
“ greatness of a certain individual; (4) the perception of a particular form, 
“ and so forth, — exactly in the same manner, we could assume the 
“ remembrance of the caste of the progenitor (as the cause of the cognition 


AUTHGEITY OF THE ABTHAYIdA PASSAGES. 


9 


tlie class Brahman^ reference to any iiidividilal Brahmana). 

Tins relation of the progeny and the progenitor is directly perceptible 
“only with reference to the mother; while that with regard to others, it 
“ will have to he cognised either by means of Inference, or upon the 
“ Verbal Testimony of a trustworthy person. 

“Nor is it necessary that the cause of sensuous perception should 
“always be such as has itself been perceived by means of the senses; 
“ because we find the Eye, and the other organs of sense, often serving as 
“the means of perceiving such objects— as have never been cognised 
“before ; and we have also proved (in the chapter on Sense-perception—- 
Clohamrtiha ) — that we often have a perception in accordance with the 
“contact of the Senses, which is mixed up with an intervening element of 
“ memory ; and ifc has also been shown that if a certain thing does not 
“happen to be perceived on the spur of the moment, it can never be 
“perceived even if a concentrated effort be made bo bear upon it 

“The Bhashya itself says that on account of there being chances of the 
“ mother having misbehaved, it would bo extremely difficult to ascertain 
“the relationship of the child (with the father of a particular caste). 
<‘ But this difficulty cannot deprive the cognition (of the class Brdhmana) 
‘‘ of the character of Sense- pei’ception ; for certainly, if we have to climb 
“up to the top of a mountain in order to see an object, the character of 
“ Sense-perception is not denied to the perception of that object. Then again , 
“ because we may have found a certain woman to have misbehaved, that 
“ cannot enable us to assume the same misbehaviour in the case of all women j 
“ because such an assumption, being directly conbradiotoiy to all ordinary 
“ experience, could never be valid ; as we find that women of respectable 
“ families always try their very best to save their character (and with 
“success). And it is for the sake of making their respective castes duly 
“ and authoritatively recognised, that the Brahmanas and Kings have in- 
“troduced the system of writing up and preserving their genealogical trees, 
“which serve to preserve and perpetuate the names of their forefathers. 
“And as these records distinctly point out the particular excellences 
“ and defects of each family, it is always in accordance with these that; 
“ we find people being attached to, or repulsed from, pai^tioular families. 

“ Nor is it necessary that the misbehaving of a woman 

“ should produce a child of a mixed caste ; 

a 

“ It is 

“quite possible that such misbehaviour might subject the woman to 
“unpleasant experiences hereafter; but it can in no way make the child a 
“ bastard* ' 
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** Nor, again, is it necessary that the misbehaviour should be with a 
*‘man of different caste; and a child produced by one of the same caste as 
‘‘ the mother cannot be said to be of a mixed caste. 

“It is also laid down in the Smrtis that even the bastard regains the 
“ original purity of the caste of his eitiier parent, by a continuous excel- 
“ ience, or otherwise, of conduct and relationships, when he reaches the 
“ hfth or the seventh generation downwards {i.e,, if the conduct and i^ela- 
“ tionship of each descendant I’emains good, the caste of the family 
“ reverts to the caste that is the higher of the two parents, and vice versa). 
“ And in this matter, the only factor for which we cannot have any author- 
“ ifcy than that of the scriptures, is that of the specific number of genera- 
“ tions being five or seven ; the rest is all based upon facts of ordinary 
“ experience, 

“ Thus then, just as in the case of some birds, though both the male 
“ and the female are exactly similar, yet we can easily distinguish the sex 
“ of each by certain chai'acteristic max'ks, — so, in the same manner, we 
“can recognise the class Brahmana^ by means of direct Sense-perception, 
“ as aided by a remembrance of certain facts directly perceived (in times 
“ gone by) and handed down to us by an unbroken line of tradition. 

“ For these reasons, the assertion ‘ we know not whether we are Brah-. 
“manas, <fcc.,’ must he admitted to be contradictory to direct perception. 

“ This contradiction remains just the same even with I’egard to such 
“people as have their Brahmanahood based upon their own individual 
*‘good conduct (as in the case of Vi9wamitra); though as a matter of 
“fact, there is no authority for differentiating castes by individual con-* 
“duct. Because certain special rules of conduct are laid down as per- 
“ taining to the Brahmanas that already exist ; and so if the strict following 
“of such rules were the cause of Brahmanahood, there would be a mutua- 
“ interdependence — the rules being based upon Brahmanahood, and Brah- 
“manahood being based upon the following of the rules. And further, 
“ one and the same man would be a Brahmana when performing a good 
“deed, and a ^iidra when doing a bad one; and thus tliex^e would be no 
“ fixity of the castes. Similarly when a man would be found to be per- 
“ forming an action that would give pain to a person, .as well as afford him 
“ x^elief (as in the case of surgical operations), the person would come to 
“be considered a ^ixdra and a Brahmana at one and the same time, which 
“ would be an absurdity. 

.. upshot of all these arguments is this: Bx’ahmanahood is not aii 
“aggx^egate of Pennance, &c, ; nor is it a certain purification brought 
“ about by these ; nor is it a caste manifested by these ; what it really is, 
“is a caste signified by the cognition of the caste of the parents; and ^ 
“ such, it is cognisable directly by Sense-perception, 
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“Tims, then, tlie difereiitiation of the castes bein^ accomplished in 
“ the manner shown above, such declarations as ‘ by doing such a deed for 
“ a month the Brahmana becomes a fhdra,^ and the like must be taken 
“either as decrying the parfcioalar action, or as pointing to the fact of the 
“ person being no longer entitled to the specific daties laid down for the 
“ three higher castes, 

“ And as before, the direct perception of the caste cannot be accepted 
“ to have, for an optional alternative, its non-cognition, which latter can 
“ only be held to be based upon the authority of a Yediclnj auction assumed 
(for the sake of the particular ArthavBda in question). But no such 
“ Injunction can be , possible in the present case; even though it were 
“ quite possible in the former case of stealing and lying^ which are actions 
“(and as such capable of forming the object of optional Injunctions); 
“because the caste is ^ concrete object ; and as such, being of one uniform 
“ character, can never form the subject of any optional alternatives, 

“ As for the passage—^who knows what exists or not in the other 
“ world,’ — as we have already shown above, no Ignorance, Doubt or Delu- 
“ sion can be of any use with regard to Dharma ; and as such, passages 
“ like this cannot but be admitted to be useless; and even intrinsically, the 
“declaration is useless, because (it is false; as) that which is herein said 
“ to be incapable of being known, is actually knowu to such persons as are 
“assured of the authoritative character of the Yeda, and are well posted 
“up in all branches of the three Yedas. 

“ Then as regards the possibility of the passage laying down an optional 
“ alternative, this cannot be ; as we have shown above, with regard to the 
“ former passage (‘ we know not whether we are Brahraanas,’ etc.) 

Sutra ji). Also because of the absence of results.’' 

I^rence to the GargatTrdtra-Brahmana^ it is said-^^ The face 
knows this brightens up and again, * ahorse is boimforhim,’ 
if, at the time of knowing the particular Brahmana and Mantra the 
ghtness of the face and the hirth of the horse already exist, then a mere 
these cannot serve any purpose with regard to Dharma. Oh 
if these do not exist at the time, the passages become false 
even intrinl!^^^ by themselves (as declaring what does not exist). If 
“ the passages be heM not to refer to the present state of things, (but to lay 
“ down certain rest^^^^at would follow at some future time),— then they 
“ become oontradictea^S^e fact of our never perceiving the occurrence of 
“ any such results. ' 

“And as all learning is^Mpt to capacitate the agent for the perform- 
“ anoe of sacrifices, — these, bemg complete in themselves, exactly like the 
“ bathing of the sacrifioer at the sacred places, cannot be accepted as t\i& 
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^^Injunctions of EesaiZifs, as will be shown in the first Adhikarana of the 
‘‘third Tada of the Fourth 

“It may he urged that as the matter will he fully dealt with In that 
“ place, the question should not have been repeated here ; but then, there 
“is a difference; as what is proved in that AdMJcarana is that the 
“ passages in question are no In|unctions of Results, but mere Artluwddas ; 

“ while what we are declaring now is that the Artliavdda passages in 
“ question are absolutely useless (and as such tliere is no repetition). 

“ Nor can these passages be taken as mere glorifications ; because as a rule 
“false statements cannot be accepted as constituting (proper) glorification. 

Sutra (4). ** Because of the uselessness of others.’* 

“ The aforesaid arguments suffice to prove the intrinsic uselessness of 
“ such passages as — ‘ By means of the Purndhuti one attains all that he 
“ desires,’ ‘-ffe who performs the conquers all worlds,’ ‘ He who 

“performs the -dpioamed^a, as well as one who knows this, passes beyond 
“death,’ etc., etc. 

“ The present Sutra^ however, admits, for the sake of argument, that 
“these are real Injunctions of Results ; and then proceeds to point out 
“ other discrepancies with regard to them : As a matter of fact, none of the 
“passages quoted can be the Injunction of Results; because (1) the 
“ Purndhuti is only a particalar step towards the due consecration of the 
“ Fire ; (2) the Pap sacrifice only helps in the due performance of 
“ the Jyotishtoma ; and (3) the knowledge of the A^wamedha sacrifice only 
“ serves to prepare the sacrificer for the action. But we grant for the 
“ sake of argument, that these are Injunctions of Results ; even then we find 
“ that they lead us to believe other actions (laid down in the Veda) to be 
“useless. In the case of a number of actions, which, thdugh leading to 
“ the same results, are yet performed independently of one ^an^ther, it is 
“ open to us to perform anyone of them ; and none of theHn^^^ed be ^ 
“ rejected as entirely useless. Tiie cases of the Purndhuti and the Pap?*-/'' 
“ landha^ however, are difierent. Because without the Purndhuti, the Aghi- . 
“ hotra cannot be completed ; , and similarly, without the Pagubmidliq^ .%e . 
^^Jyotishtoma cannot be complete; and as the specified resulj^ JwSf : 

“ been accomplished by these smaller actions, as exp laincd^’ under XI, L 43, 

“ there would be no need of performing the other elaborat^^ctions (of the 
Agnihotra and the Jyotishtma) ; and as such, the 'Injunctions of these 
“ latter would become entirely useless. / X' 

“To this effect, the Bhdshya cites the instance of one going in search 
of honey, etc. The person may go on .tp' the mountain in search of 
“ honey, by a, path other than the one whereby he could find the honey 
in the way itself ; but he cannot go along, if he happens to pass by this 



mm kmKmmkvuBmrn* -If 

latfceivroad aiid iiiids the honey ia the way without going all the way 
to the mountain. Thus then, in order to establish the authority and 
“ usefulness of mmy direob Injanctions, it is certainly advisable to accept 
“ the uselessness of the Injunctions that have been (on the strength 

“ of the passages in question). 

“ Nor can these Injunctions be said to day down new actions for those 
“ who would desire better results, than those obtained by means of the 
“ former actions ; because no difference between the two is mentioned. 

“ And when the direct assertion of the Yeda is the same in both cases, we 
“ cannot assume any exceptional results to follow from any particular 
“ actions, specially when we are unable to perceive any sneh results. And 
“ we have already said that the declarations being found to be false, can- 
“ not be accepted as glorifications. 

Sutra (6). ** Because of the negativing of that which is not 
capable of being uegatiyed.^* 

“In the feda we find the sentences — '‘Fire is not to be laid on the 
“ earth,’ ‘ it is not to be laid in the sky,’ ‘it is not be laid in Heaven’ ; and 
“ each of these contain a negation of that which is not capable of negation. 

“ That it is to say, as for the Sky and Heaven, no laying of fire in these 
“ is possible ; and as such, any negation of these is wholly irrelevant. IsTor 
“can these be taken as exceptions, because (the laying in Heaven and 
“ in the Sky never being possible) these could not rightly he held to be the 
“objects of exception; because laying is always found to be done 
“ on the Barth, which is neither Sky nor Heaven. 

“If the two sentences be said to be a mere description of the natural 
“ state of things ; then they cannot be held to serve any useful purpose with 
“ regard to the performance of sacrifices. And as for the first sentence— 
“ ‘ not on the Earth ’ — any negativing or excepting of the laying on Earth 
“ is not possible, without setting aside the Injunction of the laying itself ; 
“ and this setting aside would render a direct Injunction wholly futile. 
“Even if the two sentences be taken as laying down optional alternatives; 
“ then, too, there would be a partial setting aside (in one case) of the 
“direct Injunction. Specially as the Yeda itself lays down many alter- 
“ natives with regard to the laying of fire, as done with a view to different 
“ results ; and as such it is not right to accept Prohibitions for the mere 
“ pointing out of optional alternatives. 

“ And then, this Prohibition, too, would be extremely weak [that is to 
“ say, it cannot be said that even in the absence of any particular desires; 
“the Prohibition would serve the purpose of pointing out optional alter- 
“ natives ; because, in the absence of any desires, there can be no perform- 
“ ance of such actions as have been laid down simply for tbe fulfilment of 
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“ cerfcaiti definite ends , and as sncii no prohibition of these is necessary (or 
“possible); and if the Prohibition be taken as pointing out mere qnalifi- 
“ cations, — then as such, being only an assumed factor, with regard 
“ to the sacrifice, it wonld b© too weak to rightly point oat any optional 
“ alternatives] . 

“ When the prohibition is taken with regard to the Earth, then 
“(as no such prohibition of the Earth as the place of laying could be 
“possible,, unless there were a likelihood of the action of the laying 
“ being performed) it would be necessary to assume an Injunction of this 
“ ; (and then as all the- places where the fire could be laid, — 

“ the Earth, the Sky and Heaven, — are negatived, by the sentence under 
“ consideration, such negation would lead us to the assumption of an 
“ Injunction wholly prohibiting the aforesaid laying) ; and this is what 
“is meant by the ‘ ^ mentioned in the Bhashya. 

“ The said prohibition would also contradict other direct Injunctions 
“ — such, for instance, as ‘ the Fire should he laid after the golden plate 
“has beeii put in,* and ‘the Eire is laid upon bricks’ (both of which dis- 
“ tincfely mention the Earth as the place on which the Eire is to be laid). 

“ Hor is it posible for the sentences to be taken as only meant to attract 
“ people, to a certain coarse of action, and not as a regular injunction. 

Sutra (6), ** Because of the mention of non-eternal (objects)/’ 

“In the case of such passages as — ‘ Babara Pravahani desired’ and 
“ the like — , from among all possible significations, the words ^ Babara 
“ Pravahani, ’ <&o., cannot he taken as pointing to anything else (either 
“anything in connection with sacrifices, or a glorification) except 
“ Bahara, the son of Pravcthana ; and (as such a person cannot be said to be 
“eternal) this comes to be a mention (in the Veda) of a transitory object. 

“ The mention of such objects, when brought forward and urged against 
“the authority of the Veda as a whole, can be explained in some way or 
other (as has been done above, in I — i — 21). Bat when we make use of 
“ our discretion in the matter of authoritativeness, and accept, on the ground 
“ of some reasonings, the absolutely authoritative character of only the Vidhi 
(Injunction) portion of the Veda, — -exactly as among all verbal De- 
“ clarations, the Veda alone is held to he absolutely authoritative — then, 
“ in that case, just' as we deny the authority of the other portions of the 
“ Veda, so too we could deny that of such portions of it as make mention 
“of transitory objects, on the ground of sach mention itself; and there 
“ would be nothing to prevent us from doing so. 

“ Therefore, in the case of such passages, all that we can do is to take 
f^no notice of their significations; and to assume particular results to 
“ follow from the mere repetition of these. Or, it may be more reasonable 
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fco admit of the fact of such texts being read up onij for' being rejected ; 
‘‘just as we accept the passages as only meant to be disre- 

“garded. • , . 

“ It may be asked — ‘ Why cannot these passages be used as Mantras 
“ in the Actions, in connection, Yrhere with, they happen to be read ? ' 

“ They cannot be so used, simply because they (not pointing to any 
“ actions) cannot possibly be taken along with any action. As for Man- 
“ tras, they too are employed at sacrifices, not only because they happen 
“to be mentioned in the Yeda, but because their words distinctly point 
“out their connection with those saorifices. In . the passage in question, 
“ ho weyer, there is no such implication. 

“Or, lastly, we may take these passages as meant to be accepted in 
“ their mere verbal forms (without any heed being paid to their signi- 
“ fioations), exactly as has been done iu tlxQ FiirvapaJcsha relating to the 
“Mantras (Vide helow^ Sutras 31-39)* ' - 

“ The word ‘ anityaj’ in the Sutra, refers to living beings^ and not to 
that which i$ useless {m in 1 — ii-— i),** 


In reply to the above Furmpaksha^ we have the following : — 

SIDDHANTA — the Orthodox Mtmahsd view. 

Sutra (7). But they are taken along with the injunctive pas- 
sages; and as such could be (iauthoritative) as eulogising the 
particular Injunctions. 

[The Bhashya cites the passage—* Vdyurvai hshe^shthd devata ’—as ari 
instance of Arthavdda; and on this, the Yartiha starts with the question].-r-t 
“ It was proper for the Bhashya to put forward its own view with reference 
to the same Arthavdda passages that h^^ye been cited in the Purmpahsha ; 
for what special reason then, does he bring forward a different passage ? ” 
In reply to this, some people assert that as the bearing of all ArtTiamda 
passages is the same, it does not make any differeoee, whether this' or that 
passage be cited in the Furvapahsha or the Siddhmta* 

But though this may he the case, yet the citing pf a new example 
always implies an ulterior motive (in the mind of the author) ; and this 
motive we proceed to explain : As regards the passages cited in the Furva- 
paksha, even their literal significations are open to doubt ; and consequently 
to begin with them would entail the additiqual initial effort pf proving them 
to be true ; and inasmuch as this initial effort would be of no consequence, and 
as such not very desirable, the Bhashya has cited a passage, which, in its 
literal signification, is universally recognised to be true ; whereby it beicomes 
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easier to explain, that such passages are glorifications, to be taken along 
with the Injunctive passages, and as such come to help in the knowledge of 
Dharma. And to facilitate the matter still further, the author of the 
Bhashya proceeds to show the use of Artharados as glorifications, by means 
of a passap which is instantly recognised as one to be taken alono- with 
(and forming part of) a direct Injunction. 

But before proceeding farther, we have to explain the following 
difficulty : “ Why is it that the natui-al form of the Veda is perverted, with 
“ a view to establish a forced syntactical connection ? Or (if it be declared 
“ that we have recourse to this in order to establish a direct relationship 
“ of the Veda to human ends) how is it that the Veda is said to be for the 
“ sake of man’s ends ? It might be urged that these assumptions are made, 
“ because such is found to be a fact, in the case of ordinary human assertions. 
» But, then, the case of these latter is entirely different ; as what they sneak 
“ of is cognisable by other ordinary means of cognition ; and, on the steen-th 
“of these latter, such far-fetched assumptions are admissible • whereas in 
“ the ease of a Vedic passage, treating as it does of supersensiious things 
“eveniftheslightest change be made in its original form, it becomes a 
“ creation of the human mind (and thereby loses the veiw basis of its 
“authority). Even in the case of human assertions, when the subject 
“ spoken of IS not amenable to the other means of cognition, save ve4al 
“ Testimony, we do not have any changes in the form of the assertion.” 

“ake^the following reply : It will be proved in 
the next that the whole of the Veda is meant to serve soL useful 
purpose for man. And certainly, if it did not serve some useful purpose, the 
intelligent people of old would not have made such efforts to preserve it and 
hand It down in an unbroken tradition. Though it is just possible that a 
single man may have erred in his estimate of the usefulness of the Veda • 
yet there IS no pason for saying so, with regard to the extremely intelligent 
enquirers that have gone before us. And for this reason, it is only right 
that we should even break up the natural form of the Veda, in order to mike 
it serviceable to man. 

This expiration, however, does not appear to be quite satisfactory 
because, if such be the case, then the authoritativeuess of the Veda would 
depend upon man. If we were to assume even such meanings as are not 
signified by the actual words of the Veda, and if the usefulness of the 
Veda to man were to rest on the sole authority of the efforts made to 
present it, then the authority of the Veda would become dependent upon 
our own efforts. If the preserving of the Veda by another be held to be 
the cause, then, too, that other person would base his authority upon the 
efforts, of another man and so op and on, we might go backwards, referrinc 
It to the efforts of other people; and this would be like a descrip*" 
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lion of colour banded down among blind men ; and there would be no, 
fixity for the authority of the Veda. Specially in the case of each man, 
the idea that we would have would be that ‘ this man knows it thus,’ and 
not that ‘such is its meaning.’ Consequently then, though, in the case of 
particular students, we raiglit infer the fact of their knowing the Yecfa to 
be useful to them, yet, as there can be no secure foundation for this notion,, 
the authority of the Veda cannot rest solely upon that fact. Therefore it 
must be admitted that until the Veda itself does not directly declare itself , 
to be serviceable to mau^ it cannot be u.ccepted as authoritative. 

But we cau exptein the difficulty in the following manner : As for tho: 
whole of the Veda, its study is directly enjoined in the sentence ‘jS'ra- 
dhyayd" dhyUanyahy (“ The Veda should be duly studied),” — the sense of 
which i^ that we should accomplish something hy means of the stndy of the 
Veda, And as for what is to be acepmpHshed, — though the ‘ study ’ itself 
presents itself as the object, yet, inasmuch as an Injunction, which has the. 
power of persuading people to action cannot but have for its object some- 
thing that is of use to the man, the mere ‘ study ’ ceases to be accepted as 
the otfect fo he aocompUshedf and becomes mixed up with the instrument or 
means of the said accomplishment ; because this instrumental character is 
quite compatible with its nature, and is the most proximate (the sense of 
the Injunction thus being that the desirable object is to be accomplished by 
means of the study) ^ 

What next appears to be the object to be accomplished is the getting up 
of the mere letters oi the Veda, in accordance with the maxim that anything 
‘ that is capable of being accomplished is the object.’ But this, too, in itself, 
can he of no direct use to man. However, this getting up of the letters points 
to the knowledge of the words, which in its turn points to the knowledge of 
the meanings of these words, which last points to the knowledge of the meaning 
of the sentences composed of those words; and .this leads to the acting (in 
accordance with the injunctions cpntaiued in these sentences), whiph acting 
finally leads to the attainment of such desirable results as Heaven and the 
like. And it is only here that the ohfect to be accomplished being duly 
ascertained, all the information required (in connection with the injunction 
“ the Veda should be studied ”) becomes fully supplied. And thus in the 
case pf all Injunctions, there is no resting until we get at some purpose of 
man (to be accomplished hy means of the action therein enjoined). 

But it is by no means absolutely necessary that, whenever we meet with 
an Injunction, we must assume such results as Heaven and the like (to 
follow from the action enjoin, ed) ; 'hncause when we find that a certain 
action is actually capable of blunging about the accomplishment of a cer- 
tain result, we conclude this latter to be its effect. And hence, whenever 
we find an action directly capable .pf |jri»giug about a certain result, even 
' ' 3 ’ 
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after the lapse of a certain period of time and space, we cannot rightly 
assume any other result; because the soundness of the Yedic Injunction is 
established also by means of such results as follow after the lapse of time 
(and not only by those that follow immediately after the Action) ; and as 
such there is no Apparent Inconsistency (in the Injunction) that could lead 
us to the assumption of other results. 

In those cases, however, in which we do not find any particular desir- 
able results following, either directly or indirectly (from the Action),— as, 
for instance, the action of the libation reaching the Fire, and being burnt 
to ashes, — we give up the idea of the necessity of the desirable element in 
the result, and assume a transcendental result to follow from the action 
itself. 

In all cases, however, we have to bear in mind the following: In the 
case of a certain action (the threshing of the corn, for instance) that is laid 
down in the V eda, and stands in need of a result, if we find, following from 
it, a series of actions, not of the nature of a result, — and then, in the middle 
we find laid down something (in the shape of the making of the cake) that 
would help the sacrifice, or one (the offering itself) that would accomplish 
a desirable result, — we conclude these latterly enjoined actions to be 
the means of the two latter results ; and the original Injunction (of the 
threshing of the corn) is accepted as merely helping in these latter actions 
(and not having its efficiency reaching up to the final accomplishment of 
the agent’s desires). 

As for the other actions ( of pounding^ &c., of the corn) that are laid down 
by a subsequent Injunction, these are to be taken as helping in the previous- 
ly enjoined action (of threshing^ specially as they are its necessary con- 
comitants) in the accomplishment of the cake (which could not be made 
unless the corn were pounded after the fJiereshing) ^ — exactly like the burning 
of the fuel (which is a necessary concomitant o£ the sacrifice). And these 
actions of pounding^ &e., are not held to be the direct means of accomplish- 
ing either the threshing or the cahe, because they are not found to have 
been laid down before, with any reference to the relationship of means and 
consequences. That is to say, if we had any assertion, prior to the Injunc- 
tion of threshing^ of the pounding of the corn being a means of accom- 
plishing the cakSy then alone conld the latter be held to be the direct 
means of the making of the cake ; but, as it is, we find the threshing laid 
down first of all, and the pounding^ &c., are only mentioned afterwards 
(merely as concomitants of that threshing). Hence we are led to conclude 
that it is the threshing that is the real means of the , accomplishment of 
the cake^ and that the pounding^ ^o., are to be taken only as helping the 
threshing in that accomplishment. 

In such cases, however, in which notliing.that forms part of the series 
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is laid down in the' middle* ife is the directly enjoined action alone wlxielris 
to be taken as the means of accotnplisbing the final result, tbrougli all the 
various actions that are laid down in connection with it. 

Thus, then, all the Injunctive passages that lay down the means of 
accomplishing the directly mentioned, or the assumed, ends of man are 
included — eyen up to the ascertaining of such causal relationships — in the 
Injunction the Yfeda should be studied.’" ' (That is to say, in this case 

the study is held to bo for the purpose of the ascertaining of the said 
relationships, exactly as the threshing is held to he the means of accomplish- 
ing the cake, and the intermediate actions of getting np the words of the 
Yeda help in the final result, exaotly as the pounding » &g., do in the 
making of the cake). 

As for the result accruing from the ascertaining of the meaning of 
Yedic texts, such result has been pointed out by other texts (such as : That 
Action alone has a strong influence which is performed with a full know*- 
ledge, faith, &c .”) ; and as such the former Injunction of Yedic study is not 
made to extend so far (as to the' painting out of its result). 

And as for the other Injunctions that are found in the same connection, 
they are also to be taken as serving, by means of the getting up of the 
verbal text, &c., to help towards the fulfilment of the single result, in the 
shape of the comprehension of the meanings of Yedic sentences j and they 
cannot be taken as, in any way, directly helping the performance of any 
sacrifices. Because the performance of sacrifices depends, for its procedure, 
only upon such means as bring about superseusuous results ; and as such, 
they can have no connection with the mere getting up of the Yerbal text, 
which serves only a visible purpose ; and as such the action of such getting 
up is accepted only as helping towards the fulfilment of the final result (of 
comprehending the meaning of those texts). 

Thus, then, we find that the subsidiary sentences or Injunctions (of get- 
ting up the Yedic text) are similar to the principal sentence or Injunction 
(of the due oompreheuding of the meaning of the Yeda) (in so much as both 
are equally related to the human purpose mediately, through an inter- 
vening agency), though the subsidiary Injunctions themselves are one 
degree further removed. (As for instance, the Injunction of the“ com- 
prehending of the meaning "of the Yeda gives a knowledge of the 
sacrifices, which fulfil the desirable end of man, there being, in the case, 
only one intervening agency ; in the case of the subsidiary Injunctions, 
on the other hand, we find that they lay down the getting up of the 
verbal text, which brings about a cognition of the meaning of these texts, 
which point out the sacrifices that fulfil the desirable ends of man, there 
being, in this case, two iiitertehing agencies). 

- . - In the same manner^ passages speaking of the washing^ &o.. (of the 
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Trlhi)^ having their sole purpose in the purification of the corn, are found 
to be very distantly related to the principal sacrifice, through the in- 
tervening agencies of the Rice, the Flour^ the Cake, and the Bmjavadana 
Offering, &c. 

Similarly^ we may explain the connection (with the principal sacrifice) 
of such secondary passages as are not found in the same context, and as 
such help the sacrifice only indirectlyj as well as those that are of direct 
use. And the only peculiarity with the relationship of these is that the 
Principal Action is connected only with what these passages signify, and 
has nothing to do with the mere words, as the passages are not in the same 
context. 

The passages speaking of the ^ laying of the fire ' and such other ac- 
tions, have their sole use in the preparation of the sacrificial fire, which 
forms a part of the principal sacrifice leading to certain definite results ; 
and as such come to have all their relationships fulfilled by means of the 
remote Result (of the Principal Sacrifice). 

In the same manner the Upanishads have their existence justified by 
their explaining the real nature of the person that performs the sacrifices. 

And as for the Mantra and the Fames, we shall explain their uses, in 
their respective places (at the eud of this Pada and in the fourth Pada). 

Thus, then, it is established that all parts of the Yeda are included in 
the Bhdvan^ { which i s denoted by the direct V edic Injunctions) . 

It has been argued above that the ArtTiwoHda. passages not being 
included in any of the, three factors of the Bhavana, they cannot be recog- 
nised (as parts of the Vedic Injunctions). On this point, we offer tlie foh 
lowing explanation : It is true that the Arthamda is not so recognised apart, 
by itself; hut it is actually included (in the factors of the BMwna). 

^^How”? 

In the'following manner: In the case of the sentences which contain 
Injunctive words, there are two kinds of Bhdmnd thsit are always compre- 
hended — one consisting of the words, and another of their significations. 
Those of the latter class do not stand in need of the Arihavada passages ; 
but these passages are certainly included in those of the former kind 

the Yerhal RMrawa). 

The Yerhal Bhdmna operates in the following manner: The Injunc- 
tion of the study of the Yeda serves the purpose of employing all other In- 
junctions, as also the * self Q Swa mentioned in the word swadJiyaya ” ; 
and this employing or urging is in the form — should think of accomplish- 
ing/^ And in this the Injunctive Word is the nominative of the prompting^ 
and the Person is its. objective. 

Hence when the question arises—^ What is to he accomplished (by the 
Injunctive |msskige)\?Ti--^b0 'answer, that presents itself is- — The activity 
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of tie Person/ If, iowever, tie pecnliar ciaracter of the said Injanction 
were taken to signify the action of Injunction itself — in tie form, ‘should 
prompt,' — tlien the Person himself would become the objective (the mean- 
ing being that the Person shotdd he prompted or urged to activity). Pliough, 
on account of the inanimate character of the Injunctive, such actions of 
prompting OT urging are not possible, yet, as the Person himself being tlie 
object prompted cannot be its nominative, we conclude the power of promptr 
ing to belong to the Injunctive, through the Intelligence of the Person 
himself. For if some such assumption were not made, then the Injunctive 
could never be called ‘ the prompter.' 

Secondly, when the question arises — ‘By what is it to he accom- 
plished'? — we have for the reply — ‘By means of a knowledge of the 
Injunctions, as guided by a previous experience of certain relationships (of 
particular actions with certain definite resnUs).’ 

And lastly, to the qnestion-r~‘ How is the prompting to be accomplish- 
ed ' ? — we have the answer — ‘ Through a knowledge of the excellent charac- 
ter (of the particular Action).' 

The explanation of all this is very simple. People with any degree 
of intelligence, when proceeding to do a certain action do not engage them- 
selves in it, until they have ascertained that it is really good and well 
worth the doing. It is in this work of attraction that the potency of the 
Injunction fails; but in this it is helped by the cognition of tlie ex*- 
cellence of the Action enjoined (as described in the Arthavdda passages). 
And as for the result of the Action, which is always in the shape of 
something desired by man, the Agent is known to be naturally attached 
to it ; and as such that does not stand in need of any description . of its 
excellenoe, by the Veda. But as for the meams (of attaining the Result), 
and the method^ the excellence of these has to be be pointed out, to the 
person who has not engaged himself in tlie Action ; and this can- be done 
only by means of the ArtJiamda passages ; and it is in this that lies the use 
ol-itbese passags. t , \ ‘ -i ^ ‘ ..r-'T,",,,! 

"Eow thenj when the question arises — * By what means shall I obtain 
a knowledge of the said excellence ' ? — the answer may, in the first place, 
be presented by the mention of the particular Result, which leads to the 
conviction that inasmuch as the Action brings prosperity, it is good and 
well worth doing yov (2) the excellenoe of the Action may he pointed out 
by the fact of its being enjoined , in the Veda, which is free from all 
discrepancies ; or (3) it may be recognised by means of the fact of its being 
connected with excellent Deities, Materials, and Methods. 

As for the word that expresses the Result, as it has a distinct purpose 
to serve, in the shape of the pointing out of the Result, it caunot foe 
dragged to any other use (such ^ the indicating of the excellence of 
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Actions) ; and also because the desii^e to learn its excellence arises only 
after one has become acquainted with its Injunction, in which, too, the 
word mentioning the Result is always put first ; and as such, this word 
cannot be accepted as supplying an answer to the above question ; it can 
only be held to indicate such excellence, &c., indirectly; but such indirect 
indication cannot be rightly had recourse to while there is a possibi- 
lity of a direct expression of the sanie fact ; and, lastly, a double function 
at one and the same time would involve a self-contradiction. For these 
reasons the words mentioning the Result cannot be taken to point out 
the said excellence. 

And we shall explain under the Parnamayi-AdkiJcarana, how, — when 
a certain text (f.i. the text, ‘ He whose Juhu is made of leaves does liothear 
evil of himself’), has a totally difiEerent purpose (the praising of the parti- 
cular Juhu) to perform, — eveu if it be found to indicate a certain means to 
an end (in this case, the Juhu of leaves as leading to a particular Result) — 
no authoritative significance can be attached to such indication. For these 
reasons, the word mentioning the result cannot be rightly accepted as point- 
ing out the excelleuce of the Action ; because if that word were so accepted, 
then no significance would be attached to the Result mentioned ; exactly 
as in the case of the text cited, where the expression, ‘ He hears not evil of 
himself,’ is explained not as pointing to a result, but only as praising a 
certain object. 

For this reason, in the case in question, as the words mentioning 
the Result have this distinct purpose to serve, even though they in- 
dicate the excellence of the Action, yet no significance can be attached 
to this idea of the excellence thus obtained. And, as a general rule, we 
know that whatever happens to he indicated or implied by a text, does 
not come to be recognised as the purpose or chief end of that text. As for 
instance, when it is said ‘ the former man runs,’ though this implies the exis- 
tence of the ‘ latter man,’ yet this latter is not accepted as connected with the 
action that is spoken of with regard to the former. In the same manner, 
though the excellence of the Action and the consequent attraction of the 
agent to it are indicated by the word mentioning the Result; yet, as this 
has other functions of its own, it cannot be accepted as having anything to 
do with the pointing out of the excellence. Because such indication coiild be 
accepted only bn the ground of Apparent Inconsistency ; but we know that 
it is only when all other means of knowledge have failed that Apparent 
Inconsistency can be had recourse to ; and this failure of the other means of 
knowledge, too, can rightly justify a man to seek the aid of Apparent Incon- 
sistency, with any degree of correctness, only ofter he should have tried his 
very best to seek for a'M froni those other means. Hence, if we failed to 
obtain an idea'of the excellence, either hy direct teaching or by supplementaiy 
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declarations, tlien alone could we assume a double potency or signiScation 
for tbe Injunction itself ; just as when webave no Srtiva at hand, we pour 
the libations into the fire by means of the spoon. But in case this idea of 
excellence were obtainable by any other means, however remote, then it 
would be absolutely necessary to follow up this means ; for until this means 
is duly found to afford the requisite notion of excellence, the needs of the 
Injunction remain unsatisfied. 

Similarly in the case of such passages as-““ VUyiirvai JcshepishtM- 
devata ( “ Yayu is the swiftest deity ” ) and the like,-— we believe them to 
have been laid down with reference to the accomplishment of certain 
purposes of men, on the ground of their forming a part of the Yeda, a full 
study whereof has been enjoined for men. But inasmuch as a mere 
Arthavdda by itself is not capable of being directly related to the Injunc- 
tion (as not having the forces of the Injunctive affix, <fec.), so long as it is 
not recognised as leading to the accomplishment of the purposes of man, it 
can only be taken in the literal meaning afforded by the words (compomng 
the passage), which consists merely in a description of a certain state of 
things as they exist ; and as thus far it is not found to serve any useful 
purpose, it remains deficient on an important point. 

That, however, which is implied by such description — namely, the | 

excellence of the sacrifice offered to Yayu indicated by the fact that, the ! 

effect being similar to the cause, the sacrifice offered to a swift Deity al- ^ 

ways accomplishes its result quickly, — is clearly needed by the Injunction 
found in close proximity to it ; and as such the passage in question comes 
to- he recognised as helping in the accomplishment of the man^s purpose ; 

;and hence it is accepted as forming an integral part of the Yeda, whose 
study has been laid down as necessary* ^ j 

And this mutual dependence of the Arthavdda and the comprehension i 

of excellence is based upon their mutual requirements ; exactly as in the case l 

of two charioteers, if the horse of one dies, while the other’s chariot itself is I 

burnt, the horse of this latter is yoked to tbe former chariot and the [ 

needs of both become supplied. * r 

Thus, then, when such close relationship between the two is possible, 
though the Injunctive and the Arthavdda passages actually stand in need [ 

of the Declaration of Excellence and Injunction respectively, yet inasmuch 
as this Declaration of Excellence and Injunction are expressed by tlie 
Arthavdda and the Injunctive passages respectively, we cannot reasonably : 

assert that Excellence is expressed by the Injunctive, and the Injunction 
by the Arthavdda passage. And as the words of the Arthavdda passage ; 

cannot do anything else except the declaring of Excellence, we conclude, I 

from the very fact of both the Arthavdda ^ eaxd the Injunctive passages I 

appealing in the Yeda, that they express two distinct things Ex- I 
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cellence and Injunction, respectively) (i.e., tlie fact of both appearing in 
the text of the Veda leads ns to some such conclusion as that ‘it is only 
the performance of such an Action as is enjoined by the Injunctive 
passages, and rendered attractive or pointed out as excellent by the 
Arthava^da passages, that can accomplish the desired results to the fullest 
extent 

In the same manner, we can explain the deprecatory (Arthavada) 
passages also, as serving the purpose of creating an aversion (in the mind 
of the agent), which is a factor necessary for all Prohibitions; becausej 
unless tlie knowing person comes to have an aversion to a certain course of 
action, he does not desist from it; and this aversion is brought about 
by the cognition of the non-excelleut, or evil character of the action ; and 
inasmuch as this idea of the evil character cannot be duly brought about 
by the negative expressions in the Prohibitive passages themselves, which 
serve to lay down the mere negation, along with its result and procedure, — 
and not either the excellence or non-excellence of the action, — a clue of 
knowledge of its non-excellence cannot be obtained by any other means save 
by the deprecatory Arthmada passages, which, too, have no other purpose 
to serve. 

Thus it is that the Arthavada comes to be taken along with (t.e., as 
forming a part of) the Injunction; specially as it is always found that it is 
only the continuations of the Injunctive and Prohibitive passages, res- 
pectively, that become the means of ascertaining the praise or the depre- 
cation of the action concerned. 

Nor is the character of Praise or of Deprecation altogether exclusive ; 
because we often find a praise expressed in the form of a deprecation, and 
vice versa ; as will also be declared later on that— “ a deprecatory passage 
is added not with a view to deprecate that which is evil, but to indirectly 
praise that which is good and has been laid down as to be performed.’^ As, 
for example, in connection with the Traiyamhalca Cake we read (in the 10th 
Adhyaya) : “If one performs the Ahhighdranai he throws his cattle into 
Budra’s mouth, while if one does not perform it, he does not throw them 
into His mouth”; and in this case, though it is the non-performance of 
the Ahhigharana that is praised, yet it has not been accepted as the right 
couxse of action ; whereas, though its performance is deprecated, yet it has 
to be accepted as the proper course laid down as to be performed, on the 
ground of its being subsequently directly enjoined. 

In a case where it is not quite clear whether Praise or Deprecation 
is really meant, a definite conclusion can be arrived at on this point by 
referring to the context ; as, for instance, we shall find later on the sentence*^ 
“ We know not whether the Asuras are praised or censured,” — which is 
said on the occasion of the declaration (referred to in the 9th Adhyaya) — 


AUTHORITY OF THE ARTHAYIDA PASSAGES. 


■ 25 


K one sings the Rk^ the Asuras corae along, &c.” It is doubtful whether 
this is to he taken as praising the action, in that it subjugates even the 
Asuras to the will of the sacrificer ; or it is a deprecation of the action, in 
that it attracts such undesirable companions as the Asuras; and on this 
point, inasmuch as towards the end it is the singing of the 8 dma that is 
enjoined, we conclude the passage to be a deprecatiou of the singing of the 
Eh verses. 

In the case of all Arihavada passages there are certain words that 
expi’ess either praise or deprecation ; and it is as taken along with these 
words that other passages (such as ‘He wept’ and the like, which do 
not express either the one or the other) come, indirectly, to indicate such 
praise or deprecation. Even in a case where we have no such words, we 
can admit of Indication, or, even of Indicative-Indication, on the ground of 
the (otherwise) Apparent Inconsistency, (That is to say, in the case of the 
sentence ‘ the water is calm,’ we have no word expressive of either Praise 
or Deprecation; yet we find, close to it, the sentence ‘He draws the fire 
either by means of the Vetasa branch, or by the Vahd' \ and on the ground 
of its , proximity to this latter Injunction, we take the former passage to 
indirectly indicate the praise of the Vetasa and the FrJcd, which are laid 
down in the latter passage. Here we have pure Indication, while if we 
take the passage to be a praise of the drawing offire^ then ib will be a case 
of Indicative-Indication). Specially as Injunctions and Prohibitions are 
always. accompanied by Praise and Deprecation, respectively: whenever 
we find the one, we can always infer the other, and thereby complete the 
full sentence. 

The above explanations apply also to the passages occuiTing in the 
Mahdhharata^ and Ptirdnas, <&c., as with regard to these, we have the express 
injunction — “ One should recite these before persons of the four castes,”— 
which shows that they are the means of accomplishing certain desirable 
ends; and when we proceed to seek for/ this desirable end, we do not accept 
the mere recitation of the words as bringing about any result; and find that 
the true result lies in a full comprehension of the causes of Bharma^ Arthd, 
Kama and Moksha, as also of their contraries, Adharma, Ahartha, DuhkJia 
find Sahsdra, — for the purpose of acquiring those of the former set, and 
avoiding those of the latter. 

And in certain portions of thOfSe works, — as in the chapters on ‘ Bdna ’ 

‘ Rdj adharma ’ and ‘ Mokshadharma ’ of the Cdnti-Farva of the Mahdhhdrata 
~we meet even with direct Injunctions; while in others there are Arthd- 
vUdas — in the two forms of ^ Parakrtd^ (those that describe certain actions 
as having been done by other good men) and ‘ Purakalpa ’ (those describing 
certain actions as having been done by good men in bygone ages). 

As for the other portions, those containing descriptions of events and 
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stories,— if we accept these m their literal sense, theii, with ref erence ' to 
these at least, the Injunction of reciting them would become useless (as 
no purpose could be served by these mere descriptions); hence we take 
these to indirectly imply the praise ov deprecation (of certain courses of 
action) . And as these descriptions have been inserted with the sole purpose 
of such praise or deprecation^ they need not be necessarily taken as absolutely 
correct with regard to facts. 

Guided as they were by their study of the V^eda, Valmiki, -Vyasa, and 
others composed their works on the same lines as the Veda (and hence it 
is that we find in the works of these men, as in the Veda, many apparently 
useless stories, &c.) ; and as those for whom these works were intended 
were persons of varying degrees of intelligence and diverse tastes, it was 
only proper for them to insert every kind of matter in their works (so 
that they might be of use to all men). Hence it is that in certain 
parts we find pure Injunctions, while in otliers the Injunctions are mixed 
up with ArtJiavddas ; and amOng these latter, too, some have only brief 
ArthavadaSy while others have extensive ones; the sole motive for this 
diverse procedure lying in the making of the work attractive to all men. 

Some of these Injunctions (in i\iQ MahahJidrata, ^c.), are based directly 
upon the Veda; while others are based upon considerations of ordinary 
pleasure and pain, as experienced in the world. Similarly, among the 
Arthavadas^ too, some are those that appear in the Veda, some are based 
upon ordinary experience, while there are some that are purely ima- 
ginary, like ordinary poetry. But all of these have an authoritative- 
ness based upon the fact of their praising (the enjoined Actions). 

As for those portions of the Puraiias, however, which are not capable 
of being taken along with any Injunction, some of them are such as give 
pleasure in the mere listening to them, — such are the descriptions of the 
Qa^idhamddana, &c. ; and some, as for instance, the descriptions of wars, 
&o,, serve to encourage the brave as well as the coward, and thereby 
serve a distinctly useful purpose for the Kings of men. In those cases, how- 
ever, where none of these is possible, — such, for instance, as the hymns to 
deities, which we do not find capable of bringing about any perceptible 
results, — rwe assume an unseen result. 

{Here ends the explanation of the main Siddlianta.) 

Says the Bhdshya : Thongh such passages as ‘ Vayurvai hshepisldha 
devatd \ and the like^ are not related directly to any actions^ yet inasmuch as 
they can he taken along with an Injunction^ they are accepted as authori- 
tative* 

Some people explain this passage in the following manner : “ From 
assertion , of the Bhdshya — Why should there he a praise ? Because 
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wUliOlU praise^ Jwiv could people he aUracted toy and perform^ such ac- 
^Hions^ ? — it seems tliat the Atthavada serves to bring about the perfor- 
“ mance of an action by means of praises, or the avoiding of other 
actions by means of deprecations ; and as it is these very facts — per» 
^^formance and aroidawce— that are expressed by the Injunctions, we 
“conclude that both and Injunction) serve the same purpose. 

“ And inasmuch as those that have the same purpose to fulfil cannot be taken 
“ together, — hence in the case of such Injunctive affixes as are without any 
Arthavadas, or sadh. ArthavMas as are without Injunctive affixes, —we can 
“take them with reference to their own particular subjects exclusively ; 
“and thereby accept them as Persuading or Dissuading from particular 
“ courses of actions. In those caseSj however, where we have a mixture 
“ of both, as only one of them would suffice for the fulfilment of their common 
“ purpose, it becomes neoessarj to reject one ; and under the circumstances, 
“it is always necessary to show preference to that which is more exten- 
“sive; and hence, in accordance with the maxim — that ‘one should 
“ renounce a single person foiv the sake of the whole family’ — we come 
“ to reject the Injunctive affix (in favour of the much more extensive 
“ Arthavdda) t and not being of any use with regard to its main purpose, 
“the only purpose that the Injunctive affix can serve is to amplify that 
“Injunction (of actions) which is indicated by the Persuasion contained 
“in the Arthavada that has the sole purpose of aiding it (by such per- 
“ suasion), 

“And as an instance of such amplification by the Injunctive afiix, 
“ we have the passage — ^ satrctdudavasdya prslithagamamyena yajeran ^ — > 
“where the Injunctive affix in ^yajeran^ has been explained as only 
“ amplifying the performance pointed out by the past participle affix in 
“ ‘ TJdavasaya* 

“Thus, then, in the passage in gpiQ^iioici--^^Ydyavyam CvUamdlahheta 
“ hhutihdmah^ Vdyurvai hshepishthA devatQ> ’ — when the Injunctive affix has 
“ been set aside, all that is meant by it is the seizing and hilling of the Qveta 
“ consecrated to Vdya ; and it is this seizing that is spoken of (in the BhU* 
shy a) as ‘ Vidhyuddegd^ (the subject of the Injunction). And as an action 
“ can be praised only after its connection with a desii^able result has been 
“ established, it is iffee sentence ending with the clause ^ hhdtikamah^ that is 
“ taken as referred to by the word ‘ VidliyuddegaJ 

“We interpret the Bhdshya in the above manner, as meaning the set- 
“ ting aside of the Injunctive affix, because if the Bhdshya had meant that the 
persuasion is accomplished by means of the Injunctive affix, then it should 
“ not have put in the word ‘ Uddega ’ (but should have simply said ^Yidh^a^). 

“ In reality, however, it is not possible for the Arthavada to be taken 
“along with the Injunctive affix, as pointed out in the Sutra ; and it is this 
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impOvSsibili^y that is spoken of in tbe BhasJiya — ‘The senteiice cannot be 
‘•CDiisfcrued as that one desirous of prosperity should seize' 

"‘The assertion of the Bhashya — hecause prosperity follows from it 
‘‘ points oat the relationship of the_pm^se and the praised, that has been accept- 
ed (in reference to the passage in question ) in preference to that of the 
Inju7ictive and the Enjoined^ which has been rejected. Tims alone can the 
‘‘fact of the bringing about of prosperity he construed with the passage 
“ (that is to say, when the fact of the seizing' bringing about prosperity has 
“been laid down, the question naturally arises — how is it that it bxdngs 
“ about prosperity ? — and in answer to this we have the following Arthavada^ 

“ which serves to point out the reason for the said potency). 

“The Bhashya says — these two facts are entirely different; and the facts 
referred to are the two relationships (of the Praise and the Praised, and 
“ that of the lajunctire and the Enjoined), (and the sense of the Bhashya 
“is tliat if we admitted both these relationships in the passage iu question? 

“ as they are entirely different from one another, we would have a syntactical 
“split: consequently we must reject blie relation of the Injunctive and the 
“ Enjoined, and admit only that of the Praise and the Praised), 

“ Says the Bhdishya—If we are ashed, for what purpose we have the 

Praise — ; and the sense of the question is that when you have set 

“aside the Injunctive affix (the action cannot be enjoined, and) what 
“ would be the use of praising that which is not enjoined ? Or, the ques- 
“ tioner may have in his miud the argument that, inasmuch as the persuasion 
“ that you hold to be the purpose of the Praise can he accomplished by 
“ means of. the Injunctive affix itself, there is no need for the Praise. 

“ And the Teacher (i,e,, tlie author of the hearing in mind 

“ the fact, that even when the Injunctive affix has been set aside, our pur- 
“ poses are served by the ArtJiavada alone, and that when both are possible 
“preference is to be given to tlie Arthavada, — says: Eow else, could it he 
^^attractive ? 

“The questioner, however, puts forward his position more clearly: 
“ ‘ When the purpose of pointing ont the performability of the Action has 
“been already served by the Injunctive affix, there could be no need for the 
“Praise.’ 

“ The Bhashya replies ; Not so ; because in all cases where there is a 
“long (involved) sentence, the smaller sentences composing it have no 
“ authority or significance of their own (that is to say, the meaning of the 
“ latter cannot have any preference over, or stop the functioning of, the 
“ longer sentence), exactly as when a higher number (twenty, f.i.) is 
“spoken of, no importance is attached to the lower numbers {eight, ten 
twelve, (^c.) It is only when the smaller sentences are uttered by them- 
“ selves that they have any authority or significance ; because, in that 
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“case they do not stand in need of anything else ; as, foi- instance, the 
“small sentence— ‘ The cloth exists.’ Bat the mere fact of this small 
“ sentence serving all necessary parposes when it is used by itself cannot 
“ Tustif y the conclusion that ‘ in all cases (even where this se.itence is used 
“ as the part of a longer sentence) all that is wanted will be accomplished by 
“ this small sentence alone.’ For a sentence is accepted to be complete only 
“ when it is not accompanied by such expressions as are significant (of a sense 
“laore extensive than that afforded by itself); and when there happens 
“ to be such an expression, people who think over it intelligently find that 
“ there is something wanting in it over and above the said expression. But 
“when this something is not perceived, the feeling of want (or defi- 
“ciency) ceases (and we conclude that there is nothing more really want- 
“ ins) Hence it is only where this something more is actually perceived 
“ that we construe the additional expression along with the former sentence ; 
“while when it is not perceived, even though the expression may be 
“there all the same, we do not take it along with the original sentence; 

“ and it is only in such oases that the smaller sentence can have any 
“significance apart from the longer _ one,— and not in the former case, 

“ where it can have no significance of its own. ' ^ _ 

“It is with all this in view that the Bhashya says; When there are no 
^‘valedictory expressions, the necessary persuasion is accomplished ly the In- 
“junctice ape itself; but when there is a valedictory sentence it is by means 

“ of that that the persuasion is fulfilled. 

“ Objection: ‘What you say is quite right, as regards such cases in 
“ which the purposes of the longer sentence and the shorter are different ; 
“as for instance, in the case of The cloth {exists) and is red. In the case 
“in question however, the purpose of the two sentences (the Injunction 
“ and the Praise) being the same, is it right that the longer sentence should 
“be used to set aside the shorter one? This is what is meant by the 
“ BhSshva passage— T/wt longer sentence which subverts the injunctive potency 
of the shorter sentence may well be got rid of, the persuasion being accom- 
u pushed by the Injunctive expression itself.’ _ _ 

■ “To this the Bhashya replies: It is true that the persuasion will be 
“ accomplished by the Injunctive expression, even without the valedictory sen- 
“ fence; but as a matter of fact this latter does exist, etc. The sense of this 

“is that the above objection should have been addressed to the author ot 

“ the Veda (if there were such a one) — namely, that, when it was possible 
“ for him to express the persuasion by the shorter Injunctive sentence, why 
“ should he have had recourse to the longer Valedictory one. But as there 
“ is no such author, any such objection would be entirely out ot 

“ place. J.X. ■ f 

“ In any case, the objection cannot have much force ; for the using ot a 
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“ longer sentence for expressing that whicli could liave been equally well ex- 
pressed by a shorter one> would, at the worst, be only like going to a village 
by a circuitous route ( literally by the way round the, pastures around the 
village) 3 and it could not be said to fail in its object, which would be 
‘‘ attained all the same, though with greater efEort and fatigue. It is often 
‘‘that we meet with such roundabout methods of expression; as, for in- 
“ stance, though the single letter hha would be enough to signify Space, 
we often make use of longer words, such as ^ Akaga^ and the like ; and 
“ certainly, we are not taken to task for doing so. In the same manner, in 
“the case in question, thongh the persuasion could be accomplished by 
“means of tbe Injunctive affix alone, yet the Yeda has made use of the 
Yaledictory sentence for the purpose. 

“There is yet another explanation that may be given : exactly as .even 
“though there are many means of performing a sacrifice, yet it is only 
“ when it is done in the way pointed out by the Mantra, that it, brings about 
“ the best results, — so, in the same manner, though the Injunctive persua- 
“ sion. could be got at by other means (such as the Injunctive affix, &c.), 
“ yet it is only when it is expressed through the agency of the Yalediotory 
“ passage, that the Action in- question can lead to the best results. 

“ Another objection is raised in the BhasJiya ; ‘ Even though the vale- 
“ dietary expressions exists yet as the preceding sentence is in the form of an In- 
^'junction, this Inf unctive form mnnot he disregarded . ' 

“ The sense of this objection is this : ‘ What you say is all right, as re- 

“ gards cases where the roundabout method is adopted before the shorter one 
“ is known ; but in the case in question, such is not the case ; as the shorter 
“ and simpler method, that of the Injunctive affix, which is also the more 
“ efficient, is already used before the other is introduced ; hence exactly as 
“ in the instance you have cited, when one has used the word * Kha,^ he does 
“ not, at that very time, make use of the longer word ‘ Akdcaf so also in 
“ the present case, when the necessary persuasion has been accomplished by 
“ means of the Injunctive affix, there is no need of having recourse to the 
“ valedictory expressions. It may be urged that in that case, these vale- 
“ dictory expressions would become absolutely useless. But what of that ? 
“ Bet them be useless. ’ 

“ The reply to this is that we have already proved above the useful- 
“ ness of these valedictory expressions ; as a matter of fact, they can never 
“ be absolutely useless ; as we have already shown that when the purpose 
“ of persuasion is capable of . being served by both (the Injunctive affix and 
“ the valedictory words), inasmuch as the latter is perceptibly capable of 
“ being construed with the former, we accept its utility (on that score) in 
“ preference to that of the former. 

“ The Bhdshya puts forward another objection ; ^ The persuasive Infunc- 
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** tion may he comprehended hy means of the Injunctive sentence independently 
** of the valedictory words J 

“An opponent objects to this objection being raised over again, it 
“ being already included in the former objection. But there is a difference 
“ between the two t tbe foriner was brought forward with a view to the 
“ total rejection of the valedictory words ; whereas the sense of this second 
“ objection is this ; ‘ Though the compound sentence, as a whole, may be 

“ taken as signifying Praise, yet it cannot be denied that the first part of 
“ it signifies a distinct Injunction ; and if the expressive patency of the In- 
“junctive be once set aside, there being no means of reviving it, it would 
“ come to be absolutely incapable of any significance.* 

“ And to this objection we make tho following reply : It is true that 
“ the first sentence has an injunctive potency : but this potency can very 
“ well be discarded ; specially as the fact of its being discarded in one place 
“ cannot deprive it of its expressiveness in all cases ; and conversely, the’ 
“ fact of its having manifested itself in one place does not necessitate its 
“ manifestation in every other place. As a matter of fact, in the case in 
“ question, when the valedictory expressions signify something entirely 
“ different, then the potency of the previous Injunctive is fully operative ; 
“ whereas when the former expression manifests a potency of its own, 
“which sets aside that of the latter, this latter entirely disappears, lest 
“ there be a syntactical split. It is this probable syntactical split, already 
“ noticed before, that is again pointed out by means of the present ques- 
“tion and ansiwer (in the Bhdshya). Hence we conclude that,: inasmuch 
“the purpose served by both (the Injunctive and the Valedictory expres- 
“ sions) is exactly the same, the necessary persuasion should he taken as- 
“ fulfilled by means of the Praise, expressed by the latter. 

“ Says the Bhdshya : Stutigahddh stuvantah hriyam prarocayamdna 
“ anushthatrudmupaharishyanti kriy&ydh (z.e., the valedictory expressions in 
“ praising the Act, tend to make it attrac^tive, and thereby help the actions 
“ of the agents). . ‘ 

“In regard to this, a gramrnatioal difficulty is raised: The word 
^ ^ anushthdtr. Bhonld have had the Dative affix (in accordance with PaninPs 
“ Sutra I — iv — S3), as it denotes the persons for whom the actions are made 
“ attractive. It cannot be rightly urged that the said Sutra mentions the 
“ particular root ruci, while in the sentence in question . we have an entirely 
“ different root rocU Because, whether the root be ruci or roch sense of 
“ attractiveness remains the same, and that is the only conditien laid down 
“ in the Sutra (for the application of the Dative). Nor can it he argued 
“ that the Genitive affix is due to tho fact of the relationship expressed 
“being general, and not any special relation (such as -that of the Dative). 
“Because- this cannot be rightly asserted, when wo actually have a. 
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** particular relation (that of beiug attractive) distinctly mentioned. Con- 
“sequently we must construe prarocaynmana with Jcriyay&>7i ; and as for the 
“persons to whom these Actions are made attractive, the context naturally 
“ points to the performers. OvfAnushi;atrnamm?i,j be taken with upakarisJiy- 
“ anti (the meaning being that they help the performers)^ t\\e word kriyayah, 
“in this case, being taken as the Ablative — the meaning being that the 
“valedictory expressions serve to make the action attractive^ much more 
“ strongly than is done by the Injunctive expression (the word kriya being 
“ taken in the sense of Injunction). Or lastly, the word h7Tyayah in the 
“ Q-enitive may he taken to menu for the sake of the Action. 

“ In the sentence kancidartham stuvanti^ <&o. (in theBhashya) the word 
“ ^stuvant%^ is to be taken as a present participle (Plural, Keuter) ; and the 
“ meaning is that while eulogising a cei'tain object^ — viz.: the object meant to 
“ be laid down, or something related to it — they lay down the Action or 
“something else related to it; and this laying down is by means of the 
“ Praise ; hence the authoritative character of the Arthavada passages can 
“be established, only by discarding the Injunctive affixes.'* 


The above interpretation of the Bhashya is not accepted (by the 
orthodox Mtmdhsaka; and that for the following reasons): 1711611 the 
Injunctive affix is discarded, there is nothing to express the Injunction of 
the action ; and as such there would be nothing that would be in need 
of the Praise. For there is, in this case, no desire, on our part, to learn 
the method of the Verbal 

Though it is possible to assume a desire to learn the why and wJm^efore 
of the Bhavana^ yefc this, too, could only be with reference to the method of 
the Injunction; because the Praise is only meant to help the Injunction; — 
the only difference of this why of the Verbal Bhdvana from the method of 
the Injunction lying in the fact of its being expressed in different words. 
Then, again, even this want is possible for the person only after he has been 
enjoined or prompted to do an Act, and not when the Action is merely 
mentioned (by name). For cex'tainly, w'hen the mere action, the seizmg of the 
Cveta conseci'ated to is mentioned, so long as it is not asserted 

whether this seizing should be done or not, there is no desire to know 
whether the Action is praiseworthy or otherwise. And when the idea of 
such praiseworthiness is not desired, the ArthavUda passages themselves 
literally only describing certain facts, would not imply any such ex» 
oellence, &ci 

And as for the denotation of the verbal root itself, there is no chance of 
any person having any relations with it, or having any desires with regard 
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to it ; because all til ese desires, &o,, belong to the Bfmmna, And as ibis 
win have been set aside by tbe discarding of tbe Injunctive affix, 
wbat would be there that could be in want of anything ? 

Hence when all the three factors will have been set aside (along with 
the Injunctive word), we could have no ideas, either of Prosperity as the 
result y ov the Sacrifice as the means^ or anything else as the method. 
Under these circumstances, even if the excellence of the Action should 
happen to be expressed by the Arthavada ^ — unless this declaration of 
excellence be capable of being taken as an answer to the query as to 
why the Action should be performed, — the mere recognition of the fact 
of a certain Action being good, — unless this fact is recognised as a reason 
for its pex’formability, — could not give us any idea of the performability 
of the Action. Even if, somehow or other, a notion of performability 
{KartarifaM') were got at, the meaning got at would be ^pragastah har- 
tavyah' (i.e.^ the Action should he made praiseworthy} ; exactly as we have 
the expression ‘ Pa^a^ * (the Cloth should be made). 

And so long as a direct Injunction of the Action is not assumed, all 
such notions would be absolutely useless. And certainly to reject a direct 
Injunctive expression, and then to assume such Injunction indirectly, 
through the Arthamda, would be a very objectionable method to follow. 
Then, too, inasmuch as the necessary Injunction is already directly ex- 
pressed by the Injunctive expression, there can be no reasonable ground 
for making any indirect assumptions of it. The Injuuction could be 
indirectly got at by means of the Arihavdda, only if it had nob been ex- 
pressed by other more direct means ; and as, in the present instance, ifc is 
clearly pointed out by the direct Injunctive expression, there is no such 
inconsistency (to avoid which we should assume an Injunction by indirect 
means). 

So, too, if the Arthavada^ by itself, did not serve a distinctly useful 

purpose in the persuasion, — as in the case of mere descriptions of events, 

then it could.be discarded. But we have already shown above that 
it does serve a useful purpose in the persuasion, and as such it is not 
discarded; and hence if the necessary persuasion could be accomplished 
by other means, then there would have been no need of the ArthavMa. 
But, as a matter of fact, the persuasion, finding no other means of its 
accomplishment, seeks the help of the Ai'thavada itself. 

And in all matters relating to the Yeda, the assumption of words 
is based upon the sole ground of the apparent inconsistency of certain 
well-recognised facts ; and from this assumption of words follows the neces- 
sary accomplishment o£ the objects. Hence the persuasion could only lead 
to the assumption of the Injunctive word, and not to that of actual Injunc- 
tion. But on the occasion of such assumption of the Injunctive word, the 
5 
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direct appearance of such a word, in the shape of ‘ Slabma (shoidd seize) 
-would bar the way to the inference of any other expressions ; exactly as m 
the case of the passages dealing with the ‘ Aindra ’ and the ‘ Vayvya,’ as 
soon as the injunctive sentence — - Somena yajSta’ (should sacrifice with the 
Soma)— presents itself, no other sacrifice is assumed. 

Then, again, it is only when two sentences express the same meaning 
that there can he either a rejection of the one by the other; or they 
may be taken as optional alternatives. But in the case of the Injuncti-ve 
word and the Arthavada, we find an absolute difEerenoe between their 
meanings, the former dealing with that which is to be helped (by the 
praise), and the latter with that which helps (i.e., the Praise) ; and as such 
we cannot but take them jointly, construing them together into a single 

complex sentence. ^ 

If there were a setting aside of the Injunctive affix, then there would 
be no trace left of the fact of the action being for one’s own sake or for 
that of others,— a fact that is pointed out by the number, &c., of the 
nominative agent (which in the present case is expressible only by means 

of the Injunctive affix). ... . 

It may be argued that what we set aside is only the factor of znjunctwn, 
and not the ideas of the number, &o. (denoted by the Affix). But this is 
not possible; because if the affix he retained for the purpose of denoting 
the number, &c., it could never fail to denote the Injunction also. And what 
has been once denoted and duly cognised can be rejected only in two ways : 
(1) either on account of its being not in contact with the Injunction,— as 
in the case of the ‘oneness’ of the vessel (Vide. III-i-12 et seq,)—, or (2) 
on account of its being a mere explanatory description— as in the case of 
the Eoma done for the sake of one who wants the sense-organs. The 
Injunction, however, cannot itself he said to be not-In junction (hence the 
first condition is not applicable to the present case) ; nor can it he taken 
to he a mere explanatory description ; because till the Injunctive expression 
is uttered, that which it enjoins has not been enjoined or p.oiuted out by 
any other means. As the fact that is pointed out by the passage in 
question, is not in the form that— ‘ the seizing of the CwSta dedicated to 
Vayu, wiiich should be done, is good or praiseworthy,’— but iu that—' it 
should be done, because it is good or praiseworthy.’ 

In the example of the Udavasmiya that has been cited above, the 
participial affix 'Mva,’ while indicating the mere Action, independently 
oE any notions of Injanotion or Prohibition, has clearly pointed out 
(literally, attained the position of) the Injunction ; and as such it cannot 
serve as a proper example. For if it did not point to the Injunction, then 
the denotation of the verb itself would fall into the place of the object to 
he acoomylisfied ; and as such it would become absolutely useless. 
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Tims we find th^t the ArthavMa can be said to be taken, along wifcli 
the Injunction, without in any way subverting the Sutra. 

Hence has the declared: The real indicator of the Injunction 

extends ttp to the expression ^desiring prosperity^ (in the sentence • vdyavyam 
pvBtam^lahhBta hhMikamah^)^ which shows that the Injunction itself is 
included in it ; for if the Bhdskya did not mean the Injunction to be so 
included, it would have declared the meaning of the verbal root only to be 
the indicator of the Injunction j but the mere fact of the meaning of the 
verbal root embodying an action is not enough to justify us in holding it to 
be the indicator of Injunction. Consequently, we conclude that it is the 
Injunctive Affix alone, which, as signifying the Injunction, is held to be 
the indicator of Injunction. As it is not possible for the Arthavada to be 
taken along with that which is pointed out by the Injunction (which is a 
particular Action), the Bhdshya has added the word “ UddBpa ’’ to the Sutra 
(the expression ‘ Vidhyudde^a* meaning the indicator of Injunction^ which, 
being in the form of the Injunctive affix, can be taken along with the Artha- 
vdda). The addition of the clause extending up to the word * desiring 
prosperity \ is made with the purpose of affording an occasion for the Praise, 
after the Action has been comprehended as bringing about a particular 
desirable result. 

Objection: “Under the circumstances, in a case where the verb is in 
the present tense (f.i. ‘ Dadhnd jnhoti^ ), there being no desire to seek 
after any other thing, the Arthavdda passage could not be taken along 
with it.” 

Beply: Though it is so, yet no other means of cognition being 
applicable, the Arthavada comes to he connected with the Injunction, 
which is assumed [to be pointed out, either (1) by the instruotious of method 
(contained in the Brahmana passage in connection with the sentence 
** Dadhnd juhoii/* or (2) by the fifth verbal mood (let), or (3) by the 
Apparent Inconsistency of the Present Tense, which remains inexplicable 
without the assumption of the said Injunction]. 

Even in a case where we assume an Injunction, on the sole strength of 
the ArihavMa passage, our only refuge lies in the Apparent Inconsistency 
(or Inexplicability of the Praise contained in the Arthavada)* And so 
long as we have these resources at our command, it is not right to have 
recourse to the uselessly elaborate processes (detailed above, by the 
Opponent). 

It has been urged above that if this interpretation be accepted, there 
would be a syntactical split on account of tbe sentence being made to ex- 
press two distinct relationships. But we have sailed clear of this objection 
by putting the sense of the passage in this form: One should seize the 
^veta, on account of such seizing being good Or praiseworthy* This does not 
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giye rise to any syntactical split, because tliat wbiob is enjoined stands in 
need of Praise (for the vSake of persuasion) ; and as such, there being no 
necessity for having recourse to any breaking up of the sentences, the two 
factors : the Injunction and the Praise) can very well be taken to- 
gether, Then, again, if the delineation of such distinct relationships were to 
be marked down as causing a syntactical split, then the pointing out of 
such factors as the Means, the Result, and the Method (as is done by all 
Injunctive passages) would also have to be rejected as giving rise to such 
a split. 

It is in connection with these facts that we should take the B/ia- 
shya passage : This relationship is not what is meant to he expressed. That 
is to say, the former half of the passage by itself is not meant to be 
taken as expressing the Injunction with all its accessories ; because in that 
case, the Injunction having been duly accomplished by the former half, it 
is only indirectly, through this Injunction, that the Persuasion, meant by 
the latter half, could be accomplished ; and this process being much too 
complicated, a syntactical split would be inevitable. 

The question (in the Bhashya)~^What is the ^lse of the Praise ?’^ — is 
put with a view to the fact of the necessary persuasion having been accom- 
plished by means of the former (Injunctive ^ passage. 

And the reply that is given— Hotc else could there he a persuasion ?' — ■ 
is based upon the fact of the Injunction being helped (in its potency) 
by the Persuasion expressed in tlie subsequent Artharjada, 

The sentence in the beginning with nanu prdgapi explains 

what has gone before. 

The passage na h% &c., means that it is only when there is no direct 
Praise that the Injunctive passage can be assumed to have the double 
signification (of the Injunction as well as the Praise) j and this assumption 
is not allowable when the Praise can be expressed by another sentence. In 
that case, if the Arihavada he neglected, the Injunction of the action to 
be performed by one desirous of prosperity would remaiu incomplete. 

The clause yathd patah has already been explained above. 

The passage — Yidliigahdena tada prarooand — serves to point out the 
manifold purposes served by the Injunction and the Praise. 

The meaning of the objection — nanvevamapi, SrcJ ' — is that, “ when the 
Injunction itself is capable of persuading, why should it require^ an 
Arthavada passage to do this ? ' 

The reply to this is given by tbe sentence— &c. That is 
to say, it is only when there is no valedictory sentence, — and not when 
there is such a direct sentence, — that the purpose of the Praise can be 
held to be served by the Injunctive sentence itself. This purpose is 
none other than Praising ; and it cannot be said to be served exclusively 
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by ilie alone ; because tbe object praised being pointed out by 

tbe lnjunetiTe sentence, and no praise being possible without the object 
that is praised, the Injunctiye sentence must also be accepted as serving 
the purpose of Praising. But it is only when there is no 
passage that we have recourse to the highly complicated process of attribut- 
ing the signification of both (Injunction and Praise) to the Injunctiv© 
sentence exclusively. 

The sentence — ^ nanu satsvapi, &c.,’ is to be explained as before. 

Then we have the sentence — ato^ smMvidheh, &c. ; and the meaning 
of this is that we comprehend tbe Praise not from the Injunctive sentence 
itself, but from such sources as the Genitive case-ending, the supplemen- 
tary sentences (in the shape of the Arthavadd), and the like. 

Then there is another objection — “ nanu nimpeJcshddapi, <Scc. ; and the 
sense of this objection is this : “ When in certain cases, even in the absence 
of any mention of the method of the particular Action enjoined, the Injunc- 
tion is accepted to have the capability of urging men to that action, where- 
fore should it stand in need of anything else (that may be sought to be 
expressed by the Arthavdda) ? And hence, as a matter of fact, even when 
such Arthavdda passages actually exist, it is best to disregard or reject 
them.” 

The Author of the Bhashya replies to this objection in a jocular style ; 
This may be the case where we have the Injunctive expression appearing 
alone, by itself, independently of all else ; because in that case, there would 
be no contradiction. But this is not possible in the case in question ; be- 
cause in this case, the Injunction is expressed by certain words that stand 
in need of other factors (as Praise and the like). Any single sentence can 
be accepted as laying down or expressing only one relationship of a certain 
thing; hence if we make the Injunction indicate the two factors (of In- 
junction and Praise), then there would be an inevitable syntactical split. 

The sentence — esha hi guno^ &e. — shows the persuasive force of the 
Arthavdda^ as eulogising the factors pointed out by the Injunctive sentence. 

For these reasons, we conclude that the Arthavdda passages have a 
distinct purpose to serve, as helping the Injunctions, by being taken along 
with these latter. 

Sutra (8). The connection of long-established tradition also is 
equal. 

With a view to justify the word ‘ ca, ’ the Bhashya has introduced the 
Sutra with the objection : ‘‘ The Arthavddas may he accepted as entirely 

useless.^^ 

And the reply is that this cannot be ; because the aforesaid reasonings 
have shown that they serve a distinctly useful purpose. 
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Or, the passage supplying tliereplj maybe interpreted as — Tkis cannon 
he {tanna), because of the usefulness having been shown in this (aforesaid) 
manner (evamarthavagamat)y mid also hecmise the connection of tradition^ 

§*c., — the Sutra being thus construed along with the reply to the assumed 
objection. 

There are certain rules and r^egulations (Bharmas) laid down with regard 
to the study of the Veda; and these have the sole purpose of keeping up th© 
traditional system; because the regulations are distinctly laid down in 
the Smrtis^ as calculated to preserve such a system; and, secondly, 
because the said regulations can have nothing to do with such other 
human ends, as the attaining of Heaven, and the like ; nor have we any 
authority for postulating a different purpose for these regulations, and 
for rejecting the fact of the proper accomplishment of the traditional course 
of study, which in itself is admitted to he distinctly useful, and is most 
closely connected with the said regulations. ^ In connection with the tradi- 
tional system of study, the strict observance of these regulations serves 
the distinctly useful and much-needed purpose of removing obstacles from 
the way of such studies ; and we admit the fact of these regulations serving 
the purpose of removing the obstacles, on the ground of these having been 
laid down with this avowed purpose ; specially as any other use that maybe 
assumed could not, in any way, help in the process of study. For if the 
attainment of Heaven be assumed to be the purpose served by the ssid 
regulations, then these would come to be the means of accomplishing a 
direct purpose of the agent (and would have nothing to do with the proper 
completion of ^edic study). 

It may be assumed that it is only when the Veda is studied in 
accordance with the said regulations that the sacrifices can bring about 
their proper results (and as such the Regulations serve the purpose of help- 
ing in the proper accomplishment of the results of sacrifices). But, in 
that case, the Regulations would have only an indirect use, helping some- 
thing (the sacrifice) very remote from itself. For these reasons, we cannot 
but conclude these Regulations to serve the extremely useful purpose of 
helping a man in the proper accomplishment of his study of the Yedio 
texts (by the removal of obstacles). 

Then, again, we do not want the obstacles to be removed from the way of 
a thing that is absolutely useless. Because obstacles to such useless things 
are always desirable ; so as there may he no useless trouble in accomplishing 
that which does not serve any nsefnl purpose (hut, on the other hand, 
hinders it.) 

Thus we find that inasmuch as the Arthavada passages are treated, by 
students, with as much respect and attention as the Injunctive passages 
which are apparently useful, we must accept the former also to be equally 


ITJTHOEITl OF THE AETHAYADA PASSAGES. 


3 ^ 


useful. And as the said Begulations are based upon the Yeda (and these 
are observed equally with regard to the Injunctive and the 
passages), this equal regard must be regarded as authorised by the Veda 
itself. And this regard could not be possible, unless the Afihavada passages 
actually served a useful purpose; and thus, we arrive at the general fact of 
the ArtJiavdda being distinctly useful. And then, in accordance with the 
reasoning embodied in Sutra I — iv — 30, finding these passages to be capable 
of signifying Praise, we come to the conclusion that they serve the useful 
purpose of (that which has. been enjoined in the Injunctive pas- 

sages). 

It is with a view to all this that we read in the BMshya : The remem- 
hr ance is quite strong , 

Or, this passage may be taken as pointing to the fact that the useful- 
ness of the passage can be inferred from the fact of all men 

keeping up a firm hold (or remembrance) of the text of the whole Veda, 
which could not have been possible unless all men had been fully con- 
vinced of the usefulness of the whole of it (the Injunctions, the Arthavadas^ 
the Mantras^ <fcc., all included). The fact, too, of people having this firm 
conviction of its usefulness is implied by certain sentences; and as such 
it cannot be said to be (based upon mere Inferential assumption, and as 
such) wanting in true authoritativeness. If it were not so, and people 
considered certain portions of the Veda to be useless, they would neglect 
such portions, and study only certain portions of it — eitiier the Injunctive 
passages alone, or the Arthavadas AXoxie. And in that case, (^^g^^uld not 
be Bjfirm remembrance of the portions thus neglected . But, as ‘^Inatter of fact, 
we find that people have a firm remembrance (of the ArtJiavdda passages, 
as much as that of the Injunctive passages) ; and hence we cannot reject 
these as useless interpolations. And from this too, we cannot but admit 
them to be distinctly useful. 

The Sutra may also be interpreted in another manner: The Vedic 
text -““The Veda should be studied — of which the sole purpose is the 
establishing of a long tradition (of study), and which has been chiefly 
instrumental in bringing about the eternal tradition of Vedic study, — ^refers 
equally to the ArtJiavdda and the Injunctive passages; inasmuch as both 
of these equally constitute the Veda; and hence, in accordatice with the 
arguments propounded above, there being no chance for their usefulness 
the accomplishment of certain purposes of man, the ArtJiavdda 
must be accepted as capable of expressing Praise, and thereby 
serving the useful purpose of praising (an Action which has been laid 
down as bringing about a certain desirable result, and thereby persuading 
the man to its performance), 
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Sutra (9). The aforesaid objections are not applicable ; be- 
cause there would be a contradiction only if these pointed out an 
action ; but as it is they do not point to an action ; and hence there 
is no incongruity. 

With this Sutra begins the refutation of the objections urged (in the 
Ficrva^aJcsha Sutras) against the authority of the Arthavada passages. 

The objections that have been urged above — viz. : the contradiction of 
the Scriptures and facts of ordinary perception^ ^c» — against the assumption 
of Injunctions in connection with Arthavadas, — we do not find to be 
applicable to our theory. 

Or the Sutra — when ^ apraptmi^ is read as ^apraptam* — may mean 
that we do not find the above explanation of Praise to be open to the said 
objections. 

And the reason given is that if the sentences — that 

speak of the * weeping/ ‘ cutting out of the fat/ * misconception of the 
quarters/ ‘theft./ ‘untruthfulness/ &c. — were taken as laying down 
certain Actions to be performed, then alone could there be a contradiction 
(of Scriptures or of ordinary facts of perception). But, as a matter of fact, 
we do not take these sentences in their literal sense ; nor do we supply into 
them words from without, in order to make them signify a direct Injunc- 
tion; all that we hold them to signify is Praise only; and certainly, there 
can be no contradiction in this ; and hence there can be no incongruity in 
our theory* 

Or, the expression (in the Sutra)— Cahddrthostu- — may be taken to 
mean that the Arthavada passage the purpose of helping the Injunctive 

words; and as such, not being connected with the performance of any 
action that may be mentioned in itself, it does not come to be put into 
practice ; and as such it cannot be incongruous. 

There are three different readings of the 8v>tra: (1) Aprdptancdnu- 
papattim, — in this case the words * we find' have got to be supplied; the 
meaning being — ice find the said objection to he not applicable, ^c, (2) Aprap^ 

tancdnuppattim, — in this case we have to supply the words ‘ our explana- 
tion' ; the meaning being— explanation is not open to the said objection, 
(3) Aprdptd the meaning in this case being — The objection 

is found to be inapplicable to our theory, — the words ‘ found in our theory ' 
being supplied from without. 

Sutra (10). It is indirect description. 

[This Sutra meets the objections urged in Sutra (1).] 

A question is now raised: Arthavada may be taken along with 

the Injunction, when both of them refer to the same subject; but how can 
they be said to be so related, when their subjects are totally different” ? 
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The reply to this is that there can he an indirect relationship between 
the two. As for instance, when a certain object connected with a certain 
Action is praised, that praise indirectly applies to the other relatives of the 
same Action also; or, when a certain object has got to be praised, we 
praise th .0 source fro CA which it proceeds. And as both in the Yeda and 
in ordinary parlance, the praise of one object is found to be applicable to 
another object related to it, this indirect method of praising a thing is 
often resorted to. And as such, the fact of the subject-matter of the 
ArthmUda and the Injunction being different cannot in any way affect our 
aforesaid oonolusions. 

The signification of such Praises will be exemplified and explained later 
on ;-— e.^., when the water is praised as calm, it is indirectly taken to signify 
the fact that anything connected with, or proceeding from water, being a 
source of calnaness or peace, would remove the troubles of the sacrificer. 

The present Sutra by itself directly meets the cases of the three 
Arthavadas : (1) ‘ He wept, and from his tears silver was produced’; 
(2) ‘ Prajapati cut out his own fat ’ and ‘ The gods having ascertained it to 
be a sacrifice to the gods knew not the quarters.’ And the following 
too will be taken as bringing forward argutnents in support of the 
conclusions arrived at under this Sutra. 

As for the means of ascertaining the fact of the Arthavadas under ques- 
tion having secondary or indirect significations, only a few of them will be 
explained now *; the rest will be explained in detail under Sutra I— iv — 23, 

In the case of the Arthavada — “ He wept, &c.” — each factor of the ArtTia- 
vada is to be taken along with each factor of the Injunction, because of their 
mutual requirements. That is to say, the word ‘ He ’ ( ‘ sah ’ ) refers to the 
subject spoken of ; because this word always denotes the subject treated of. 

Or, the expression ^ tatpraty ay {in the Bhdshya) may be taken as 
pointing out the fact of the pronoun ‘ tat\ being well-known to refer to the 
subject in hand ; and hence whenever the word ‘^Sah'^ is used, it imme- 
diately points to its base ‘ TaiJ,’ and thence to the subject spoken of. 
Hence the construction of the aforesaid A passage should be thus ex- 
plained : “ That which followed as his tears is the ‘ Silver.’ ” And all this 
is said in support of the subsequent deprecation and prohibition (of the 
giving of silver) ; and hence after the Prohibitory Passage (that silver 
should not be given), it is only natural that we should have the Deprecatory 
Passage under question. ^ 

The Bhdshya cites the said deprecatory passage : ‘ One who gives 
silver at the Far^t-sacrifice, falls into some trouble (that makes tears flow 
in his family) before the year closes.’ The reason why this trouble befalls 
the giver of silver is next explained : The effect always being similar to the 
Cause, if one makes a gift of silver, which is a product of weeping, it is 
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only nataral tliai) it should bring about an effect similar to itself, in tlie 
shape of some tear-producing (heartrending) calamity ; and from all this 
it follows that silver should not be given. 

And thus we find that the Arbhavada — ‘‘He wept, — serves, a 

distinctly useful purpose, being, through the said Deprecation, supplement- 
ary to the Prohibition of the giving of silver. 

This Indirect Assertion too is based upon words, — the fact of tveeping 
{Bodana) having been inferred from the mere verbal sound of the word 
‘ Budra. ’ And the silver comes to be deprecated on account of the mere 
assumption that if drops of tears, could be solidified, in as much as they are 
white, they would be like silver (and as such this metal being similar to 
tears, should not be given) ; or, silver may have been spoken as produced 
by weeping, on account of the f?vct of an expenditure of wealth (of which 
silver always forms the principal portion) bringing tears to the eyes 
of persons related to the spendthrift. 

And thus we find that in some way or other a due comprehension 
of the Deprecation invariably helps us in getting at the real Prohibition ; 
and as such it does not matter, if the Arthavada is unable to point out the 
Prohibition directly. 

The same process of construction is also applied to the passage speak- 
ing of Prajapati having cut out his fab. This passage is taken as praising 
a good action, thus : ‘A good action is performed even at such personal 
discomfort as the cutting out of one’s own fat, — what then can be said with 
regard to the spending of one’s external possessions over a good action’ ? 
For instance, even in ordinary parlance, we find people eulogising the ex- 
tremely charitable, as that ‘ he gives a way even his very eye-halls.’ 

It is true that the passage in itself describes a certain event ; but no 
Vedic passage has any authoi-ity iu its mere descriptive form ; there is always 
an element of truth in the Praise that is signified by it ; and hence the 
passage having been recognised as true, in reference to this Praise, which 
is found to serve a distinctly useful purpose, it does not stand in need of 
having its signification transferred to a mere description, which, even if 
true, could he of no use (in regard to Dharma). 

Or again, the Arthavadas may be taken as parts of the Yerbal Bliavand 
(of an Injunction) ; and even then, their sole use would lie in the giving rise, 
iu the mind, to the idea of engaging in a cei’tain action (‘ may I do this ’) ; 
and in this, the literal signification of the passages (as consisting of mere 
descriptions) could have no use (the aforesaid idea being accomplished by the 
mere recognition of the excellence of the Action, independently of any 
descriptions of persons or things). ( And in such eases as ‘ He wept, and from 
his tears silver was produced,’ the literal meaning is apparently contrary to 
all sense-perception, and as such totally inadmissible). But in the case of 
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sucli passages as point to tke fact of Heaven being attained bj means of tbe 
performance of a certain sacrifice, it is a well established fact, that there 
is no contradiction (of any facts of ordinary perception). 

Nor can it be urged that there can be no proper Praise or Deprecation 
indicated by such descriptions as are apparently false. Because the implied 
Praise or Deprecation is always distinctly comprehended (even when the 
description is false). Asa matter of fact, it is only in the case of real des- 
criptions of facts that we find people saying— ‘‘ What is the use of inferring 
from it a Praise or a Deprecation, the Description itself is quite true, 
and admissible ? ” It is in tbe case of the false descriptions — where 
that which is generally known to be bad is described as good, or vice 
—that people reason thus : “(1) Inasmuch as this sentence describes as 
goodi that which is generally known as it is clear that it persuades 
me to have recourse to it ; and (2) inasmuch as it describes as had that 
which is generally believed to be pnoi, it distinctly dissuades me from 
it ” ; and having reasoned thus, they engage in the eulogised course of 
Action, which he finds himself unable to abandon. 

Then again, it is admitted on all hands that the Veda is absolutely 
antboiutative ; and it is also a well-recognised fact that the kimwledge of 
the excellence or non-excellence of an Action known to the man is of help 
in his is utilised by him in) engaging in it or avoiding it ; and in 

the case of the ArthavU^da passages, we find that such knowledge is 
brought about by the Yeda itself ; and hence we are led to the conclusion 
that we must regulate our actions accordingly. 

Even in the ordinary world, we find that there are certain actions, 
which, though bringing about other results, are held by trustworthy per- 
sona to impart to the performer an excellent Memory (or Intelligence); 
and when seeking to persuade a person to do that act, they point out to him 
the Action as leading to many other desirable results, such as wealth, good 
luck, &o., even though this may not be quite true. And having performed 
the Action, as urged by such description^ the mau actually obtains the real 
result (Excellence of Memory). Though the person prompted knows fall 
well that all the results that are described to him do not really follow 
from the Action, and are described to him in accordance with his own incli- 
nations, yet being convinced of tbe impossibility of trustworthy persons 
prompting him to absolutely useless (or harmful) Actions, he concludes that 
though all the results described may not follow, yet something desirable is 
sure to follow from the Action; and accordingly he engages himself in 
it. 

In the same manner, in the case of the Yeda, though the real result 
may have been spoken of in the Injunctive passage itself, yet the Arbha- 
vada, even though describing only imaginary results, may serve the pur- 
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pose of making the enjoined Action more attractive to the Agent ; and 
as such it does not matter whether the results described in it are false or 
real ; specially as its sole use lies in the persuading of the Ageiit to do the 
Action (enjoined), which is accomplished equally well (even when the 
Results described are only false). And even though the results described 
in the Arthavdda are recognised 'to be fhlse, yet the learned people do not 
abandon the Actioii praised by it ; because they are fully cognisant of the fact 
that the result that will surely follow is the one mentioned in the Injunc- 
tive passage (and this is quite desirable by itself). 

For these i^easons we conclude that the fact of the description being false 
does not in any way aFect the question. For instance, when a man mis- 
taking a piece of shell for silver, picks it up, and if in picking up the shell, 
he comes across a piece of real silver, he is not said to have been wholly 
deceived (as to the silver). And as in this case, we have the shell as the 
real substratum of the notion of silver, so some such real substratum of 
truth can always be found (in the case of the false descriptions contained 
in the Arthavdda)^ through the similarity of Verbal sounds. 

That is to say, in the case of the Arthavdda — “ PmjdpaH cut out his own 
fat and offered it into the Fire^ and there appeared the aja ( unborn one or goat), by 
making use of ivhioh people obtain cattle,^* — the word ‘ Prajdpati * may be taken 
as denoting the Elements, as these support ( * panti ’) the creation or living h^ngs 
(‘ prajah ’) ; * Vapd ’ (‘ fat *) = the innermost essence of these Elements — as 
Rain and the like j and this was ofered into the ‘ Fire * which = (1) the 
fire of Lightning (into which Rain was offered), (2) the fire in the body (in- 
to which Air was offered, as the Air moves within the body, exactly as the 
offering does in the fire), and (3) the ordinary fire (into which its rays are 
offered, as it is into the fire that the rays become extinguished) ; thence 
came * the tinhorn, ’ by which are meant the seeds, <feo., which are generally 
believed to be eternally continuous ; and having got there, men obtain cattle ; 
because all animals are only different modifications of the various grains. 
And this interpretation will supply the substratum of truth in the said 
Arthavdda passage. 

But though this interpretation makes the passage appear as a truth- 
ful description, yet it entirely loses its eulogistic character ; and hence we 
proceed to explain the passage in such a way as to represent it as truthful, 
and at the same time, accomplishing its appointed purpose of Praising, 

On the strength of the Mantras, Arthavddas, Purdnas, and Itihdsas, 
we accept the fact of there being a Creation and a Dissolution of the 
Universe. Hence we deduce the following meaning from the said passage : 
^ At the beginning of the Creation, Prajapati — who is spoken of as the Lord 
of Creation, on account of His former righteous deeds — finding no other 
animal at hand, changed himself, by mere will-force, into the form of an 
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animal, and then cut out the fat out of his own body, &c., &c. ; and before 
the ofering, &c., were quite finished, a hornless animal (q;’a= goat) rose 
from sacrificial fire.’ This description indicates the fact of the particular 
sacrifice being so quickly efficacious as to bring about its result immediately 
after (or even before) its completion ; and that it was for this reason 
that Prajapati took such a lot of trouble over its performance. And in 
this, the descriptive element (as well as the Praise) is quite true. Kor 
does the description of this particular event make the Yeda necessarily 
non-eternal; because like the signs of each succeeding season, it is possible 
for the same action to be repeated at each beginning of the Creation. 

Similarly too, in the case of the passage — ‘‘ mi devayaj anam^ 
—the word “Dera/i-” = those who with cleverness in actions, viz.^ the 

Sacrificial Priests; and these Priests, having comprehended th^Bemya- 

and finding the actions in connection with the iSoma to be entirely 
different to what they had been used to, during the performance of the Barga 
and the Furnamasa^ become bewildered as to the course of action to be 
adopted ; and as such they are spoken of as ‘ not knowing the East from the 
West, <feo.’ Thus it is that even in ordinary every-day life, when a man 
is bewildered as to the course of action to be adopted by him, he says ; 
* The quarters (Bast, West, &c,), appear to me confused.’ And it is as 
helping to remove this bewilderment that the Aditi sacrifice is praised 
(by means of the said ArthavMa passage); and the bewilderment is 
removed on account of there being an interval of time for ascertaining 
the real character of the subject (on which the man is bewildered). That 
is to say, during the time that the man is going through the performance of 
the well-practised primary actions in connection with the ^Prayan%ya’ he gets 
time to recollect his wits about the Actions that are to come next (about which 
there is generally a confusion in the minds of the performers). Other- 
wise (if the said actions were not performed), and there were no interim 
between the two Primary Actions, the agent would not have time to 
concentrate his mind upon what he would have to do next. And as this 
interim is afforded by the ‘ Aditi ’ sacrifice, it is this that is praised as 
helping to remove the confusion in the Agent’s mind. 

Sutra (11). (The indirect signification is) based upon form, 
and upon the character of the greater part. 

[This Sutra meets the first two objections urged in Sutra (2).] 

(The meaning of the Sutra is that the mind is spoken of as ‘ thief,’ in 
the Arthavada passage, on account of its “form”; z.e., just as the thief 
has his form or body concealed, &o.,so has the mind also ; and thus the name 
of “thief” is applied to the mind only indirectly or figuratively. So also 
speech is spoken of as ‘ liar,' on the ground of the speech of people, for 



46 


TANTRA.^VATITIKA. ADH. I— PAOA II — APHI. I. 





the greater part, consisting of lies only ; and hence the character of the 
speaker is figuratively attributed to the speech itself). 

In ordinary life, whenever something has got to be done, what the 
person does is to form a determination in his mind^ and then to express it in 
words or speech, and then to do it ; and as such even though the Mind and 
the Speech are very closely related to the Action to be performed, yet 
they are spoken of as of much less significance than gold, because they have 
the character of the f7ife/and the lutr respectively, (The said Arthavdda 
appearing in the wake of the Injunction that one is to keep some gold in his 
hand). If the signification of the passage rested merely in the said Depre- 
cation (of Mind and Speech), it could only point to a Prohibition ; and it is 
oiily when signifying the Praise (of gold) that it can be taken along with 
the said Injunction ; specially as it is only the supporting of the Injunction 
that is found to serve a visible purpose; as will he explained later on, 
under X — viii — 7, 

Sutra (12). Because of the greatness of distance. 

[This Sutra meets the third objection urged in Sutra (2).] 

The Arthavada — ‘ During the day the smoke only is perceived ’ — occurs 
in support of the declaration tliat ‘ During the day, the Fire goes away to the 
Sun.^ And as to the question—why should this declaration be made? — , 
we reply that it is with a view to eulogise the Injunction with regard 
to the mantra recited sA A gnili&tra--mz : Suryo jyotirjyotih suryah 
swahd is to be employed at the morning offering, and 
agnih swaha in the evening offering,” where we have mantras having their 
implications intermixed with one another. 

Question : How can these implications of the said mantras be said to 
be intermixed, when we fi.nd them referring to two distinct deities, Agni 
and Surya ? ” 

To this question, some people make the following reply : ‘‘ The word 
^ Jyotih^ in the mantra ^ Agnirjyotih, signifies the Surya, while in 

the other manto'a it signifies .A jym; and as such the significations of the 
two mantras become intermixed.” 

But this explanation is not quite satisfactory ; because the word 
^^Jyotih^' signifies Light in general; and as such can be taken as qualifying 
both the and the Surya; specially if the word were synonymous 

with any one of these two, it could not be used with reference to the 
other. That is to say, in a case where any two words are synonymous, 
if one of them is used, another is not used along with it; so that if the 
word ^ Jyotih^ were synonymous with ‘ Surya, ^ it could not be used iu the 
mantra of the morning offering — Suryojyotih, while if it were syno- 

nymous with Agni,'^ it could not be used in that of the evening offering. 
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Hence we conclude that the manimshm^ been wrongly cited. The 
proper 'mantras tQ cite here are : “ (1) Agnirjyotirjyotih silryah swaka, {2} 
Suryo jyotirjijotimgnih swaMi ’’ (the former being enjoined as the mantra to 
be employed in the evening libation, and the latter in the morning one). 
And it is tins Injunction that can be taken as eulogised by the Artliavada 
in question; because the Injunction serves to set aside, in this case, the 
general rule that the mantra is to be employed in accordance with the 
implications of the words composing it ; and as such the Injunction being 
one of intermixed implications, it comes to be supported by the said 
Praise. And the reason for this intermixture is laid down as that, ‘during 
the day, Agni (Fire) enters into the Snrya (the Sun), while during the night 
the Sun enters into the Fire’; and hence it follows that the oferings are 
not to he made only to the deities pointed out in the mantras. 

In this explanation too, the former mantras (cited in the Bhashya) 
serve as examples of the Injunction that is set aside by the latter Injunc- 
tion; and the latter mantras quoted by us, to wliicb the praise of the 
ArtJiavMa refers, were not quoted by the Bhashya^ because they are 
pointed out by the mention of the fact of “the implications being inters 
mixed” (which could not refer to the quoted). 

Or, it may be that the Arthavada in qxxeBtion occurs between the two 
sets of mantras (the one set quoted in the Bhashya, and laying down the 
libations to be offered to the Deitie% mentioned in the and the 

other set quoted by us, where the implications of tlie two mantras are 
mixed up in the Injunction). For the latter Injunction we may hawe 
some other Praise ; the Praise in question i^eferring to the former (which 
lays down the morning libation to be offered to the Sun, and the evening 
one to Agni) ; and this praise may be explained thus : Inasmuch as during 
the day the Fire enters info the 8tifhfJthe B%m.is. light ; and similarly 

as at night the Sun eiitersinto the Fire, Fire is the 07 ihj light ; alld. such it is 
necessary that the morning libation shodld alwaj’s be offered' JQ., ^W'ya 
and the evening one always to Agni. „ 

Question: “ But how is it that the passage speaks of the smolee alone,^G. ? 
Answer : The explanation of this lies in tlie fact, that during the day, 
when we look at the Fire burning ai a great distance, we see the smoke only ; 
while at night we distinctly perceive the light (and not the smoke) ; and as 
such this statement of a well-known fact serves as a sort of basis for the 
aforesaid Praise. • 

Through the failings of women, the son is often 
found to belong to the man, 

[This Sutra meets the fourth objection urged in Sutra (2).] 

It is laid down that, — “during the recounting of the Pravaras (the 
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oartioular Rshis among one’s ancestors) the sacrifioer should say— 

SS i ’’ Is a prfise of this reconnting of the Prarams we have the 
declaration that even a non-Brahmana becomes a Brahmana by this reconn - 

Against this some people raise the following question ; “ In the case of 
those whose Brahmahical character is well-known the acqnisi mn of the 
said Brahmanahood would be useless (and as such the recounting of the 
Pravaras cannot he necessary for well-recognised Brahmaqas). ^ ^ 

It is in anticipation of this question that we have the declaration We 
know not whether we are Brahmaqas or non-Brahmaiias.” The mention of. 
the as the ‘unknown ’implies that it is hard to Is hecause 

that which cannot he known easily is as good as nnhnoton ; and ceitaui y, 
the fact of any person being a Brahmana is extremely difficult to ascertain, 
on account of of the 

But even in the case of the woman’s failings, if the son alwap belonge 
to the mother or to her master, the caste of these two being a ways we 
known, there would be no difficulty in ascertaining the caste of the son; 
the caste of the Parents also being ascertained by that of the 

and so on and on, the caste of all the ancestors from the very beginning ot 
“l lld b. e«ly « *.d .™b d™l.»to«» » b 

S«trfwas-“The mother is only a leathern bag, the son ° ’ 

father ” ; and as in the case of the woman having been led astray, it not 
easily ascertained who the actual “father” i8,-and it being quite 
for him to belong to a caste other than that of the woman,-the ojfe^j^ 
in this case, would be one of an uncertain, or even a mix.fi.4 i^ste. In t^ 
Veda too, we read— “ one should carefully gna^yffis thread (of caste), 
which shows that the caste is liable to beJiS«fT a>'d as such t is 
could be explicable cnle^fJhecasteXt^® ofispring be 
regulated by that of thrwoiTBe^use if the caste were not liable o su 
changes^ W would remain intact, even when not guarded ; and as such there 
wo.’^iT be no use of the Vedic Injunction just quoted. . , r> • re 

Thus we find that there is an occasion, or use, for the said Praise (o 
the recounting of one’s Pravaras) ; the meaning of the Praise being that a re- 
counting of the Pravaras or Ancestors of universally recognised Brahmana- 
hood shows that the person so reconnting is a descendant of such grea 
Brahmanas; and thereby he himself comes to be recognised as a true 
Brahmana, 

Sutra (14). There is a desire for present comfort. 

[This Sutra meets the fifth objection urged in Sutra (2).] 

That which appears at the present time is spoken of as ‘akaltka ; 
and certainly that which does not take much time to appear is what is 
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desired by all men. And hence in the making of the sacrificial House, 
the making of windows is particularly eulogised; because the windows 
serve the immediately useful purpose of allowing an easy exit for the smoke? 
and thereby remove one great cause of discomfort to the persons connected 
with the performance of the sacrifice. Whereas the final Result — Heaven, 

that would follow fi*om the sacrifice, can appear only after the lapse 
of some time. 

And hence the meaning of the AHkmdda — “ who knows whether 
there is a Heaven, &c. — Is hnows now whether the great result will 

follow from the sacrifice ? — because^ the means of knowing that the result 
will come lies in the scriptures ; while we kuow from direct sense-per- 
ception that the letting out of smoke brings immediate relief ; and hence 
it is in comparison with this Ifitber fact, that the fact of the sacrifice lead- 
ing to Heaven has been spoken as “ unknown (or doubtful), — a process 
which only tends to eulogise the making of windows. 

The form ** Stkdliha (signifying that which has its beginning and end 
at the same time) is in accordance with Pinini's Sutra “ dkalikadadyanta- 
mcane^^ [V — i — 114]. 

Some people read “ Akdlika ” ; and in that case the word means that 
which does 7iot take time in its appearance. The word “ hdla ’*=:remoteness 
of time: ” = that which appears at a remote point of time {kdla 

4 than) ; and hence that which is not so is “ akdlika. ” 

Sutra ( 16 ). It is a praising of the knowledge, 

[This Sutra meets the objections urged in Sutra (3).] 

The Arthavddas — “ His face shines, ” and ** His children become weal- 
thy ” — appearing in connection with the passages enjoining study^ they 
cannot be taken as laying down the results of an Action ; they must be 
taken simply as descriptions of the ordinarily perceived facts of the face 
becoming beautiful and the person obtaining horses. 

For the beauty of the face, them is not only one standard. Such pecu- 
liarities as the symmetry of form, the general pleasing properties, and the 
peculiar loveliness of sheen, pertain to the faces of woman ; while in the case 
of learned persons, it is when they are found to be making excellent declara- 
tions, in keeping with good form and reason, that their face is said to be 
“beautiful,” And hence, in this case, the word “shines or becomes 
beautiful ” need not be taken in an indirect sense, the direct meaning being 
quite compatible with the fact of the passage being a praise of the 
learned person. 

And as for the declaration that “ his children become weathly, ” — the 
wealth referred to may be the wealth of Brahmic glory ; and though in this 
case the word would be taken in a figurative sense, yet that could not 

7 , " 
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militate against the fact o£ the passage being taken as a <pTaise of the 
learned. 

Sutra (16). The meEtion of * air refers only to that which the 
agent is entitled to. 

[The Sutra meets the objections urged in Sutra (4)]. 

The Arthavdda — that by the Purnahuti one obtains all that he desires — 
referring to a particular action in connection with the preparation of the 
fire, it cannot be taken as laying down certain results. But it can be 
taken as a praise of the Purncthuti^ — the substratum of truth in this Praise 
being found in the fact of the character of the consequence being attributed 
to the means ; that is to say, the meaning of the sentence — ‘‘ He obtains all 
that he desires” — is that he obtains the fire in all its forms, these being the 
ge^ieral means of the performance of all actions bringing about all desirable results. 

And the Sutra may be explained in the following manner : Inasmuch 
as the person has duly laid the Fire, he is entitled to the performance of all 
actions, which are the means of obtaining all that is desired ; and it is 
with a view to eulogise this fact of his being entitled to the performance 
of all actions, that the passage in question has figuratively used the 
word ‘ all ' with reference to the actual obtaining (of the results that 
would follow from all the actions, to the performance of all of which the 
person oifering the PurnahuH^heoomeB entitled). 

The following objection may here be raised : “ There are certain 

** results, such as the reaching of the Ahdga and the obtaining of celestial 
‘‘damsels, which are absolute impossibilities; and these would also be 
“ included in the category of ‘ all that is desired/ But certainly, for these, 
“it is noi possible to be described as actually coming about, even figura. 
“ tively, through the means, in the shape of any action laid down in the 
“ Veda. (That is fco say, in the case of the resulfcs that are laid down as 
“following from certain sacrifices enjoined by the Veda, it is possible to 
“explain the word ‘ail' referriiig to them, as referring to the Actions 
“ bringing about these results, to which the person becomes entitled ; on the 
“ other hand, in the case of the. said impossible results, which are also 
“ included in ‘ all/ we cannot take the word * all * as referring to the Actions 
“ bringing about these results, &c., ; for the simple reason that there 

“ are no Actions laid down as bringing about the said results).” 

There being a great deal of truth in this objection, we ofer another 
explanation of the Siltra : In ordinary parlance we often come across such 
assertions as — “ all the rice has been cooked ” ; and in this case we do not 
mean all the rice in the world, but only that which had been set apart for 
being cooked for a special purpose. In the same manner, when the Veda 
says : “one who offers the FurnahuHf obtains all that he desires/' all that is 
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meant is tliat the person becomes capable of obtaining all the results that 
follow from the Actions that are performed in connection with (conse- 
cratedj Fire. And as such there can be nothing incongruous in the said 
ArtJiavd,da. 

Sutra (17). The result being accomplished by means of A ctions, 
there would be a difference in the results in accordance with the 
measure, or extent of the Actions, as in the ordinary world. 

The assertion made in the would be of use in the consideration 

of such sacrifices as the Agnihotra and the like, all of which lead to the 
same result, in the shape of the attainment of Heaven. All effects being 
similar to the cause, all the results that would follow from the mere 
Furnahitt% would be in small measures. And hence for one who would 
want to obtain the results in great measures, the Veda lays down other 
Actions — such as the and the like; and hence the Injunctions 

of the Actions cannot be said to be useless. 

Against this the following objection is raised : “ In the ordinary world 
‘‘ we actually perceive the results of such actions, as the cultivating of fields^ 
** <&o., to be in keeping with the causes ; while in the case of the Ficrnahidi^ 
“the matter resting altogether upon the authority of the scriptures, inas- 
“ much as no distinct result is specially mentioned (as following from it), on 
“ what basis can we make the said specific assumptions with regard to its 
“ results ? For as a matter of fact, there is no difference between the 
“Heaven as attained by means of the Agnihotra^ and that reached by 
“ the Jyotishtoma ; nor in such a transcendental matter, can we have any 
functioning of Inference ; (and as such we cannot admit of any difference 
“ between the result as obtained by means of the Furndhuti and the same 
“ as acquired by means of certain other sacrifices)i” 

To this we make the following reply : The specification that we have 
assumed is based upon the strength iof the Injunction itself. That is to 
say, if the result obtained by means of - the simpler Action were exactly 
equal to that obtained by the more elaborate Action; then, in that case, the 
desired result having been obtained by means of the former, no person would 
ever be inclined to the more elaborate and difficult one ; as says the proverb 
— ‘ If one can find the honey in his own house, why should he go to the 
distant mountain for it ? ’ And hence the Injunction (of the elaborate 
Action) would lose all its efficiency (which only lies in urging people to 
Action). But as a matter of fact, the efficiency of the Injunction 
can never be set aside ; and as such the very Injunction of the elabo- 
rate Action points to the fact of its results being greater than that 
of the simpler Action, — as is explained under the Sutral — ^iv — 30. Conse* 
quently as the assumption of the particular result of the Yigvajit sacrifice 
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is accepted as aiitlioritative, so also is the differentiation of the measure or 
quality of the result (following from the JPUr'nSihuti as differing from the 
same as obtained by means of other Actions). 

And when of two actions, one is greater than the other, even though 
no difference in their results is directly mentioned, yet there must always 
be a differentiation of the extent of the results, based upon their respective 
positions. That is to say, in a case where the subsidiaries are mentioned 
in the same order as the Primary, that which is mentioned first is performed 
with the first Primary, and so on ; and exactly in the same manner, in the case 
of Actions, when the smaller Action is performed, the result that appears 
in its connection is always of the same character (i.e., small) ; and so on 
with the gi eat Action, it is only a great result that appears ; and thus we 
find the results differentiated on the ground of their respective positions. 

We also meet with direct scriptural declarations that support such 
differentiation. For instance, with reference to the Odturmasga Soma, we 
have the following Arthavdda with regard to its result: “When on© 
performs the Agnihotra, he obtains a result ten times that of the household 

sacrifice, in a single night 

By the due performance of the smaller Agnihotra for ten years, the person 
obtains the result equal to that of a single performance of the Dar^a — 
Purnamdsa ; and this clearly shows that the smallness or greatness of 
the Action makes the result also small or great respectively. 

^utra (18). What has been said above applies to the last two 
(/SiTf of the Tttrvapaksfia). 

Just as the deprecation of Speech and Mind have been shown to 
signify the praise of gold, so also the prohibition of the laying of the Fire 
on the hare ground would, in accordance with the S^ira X-^viii — 7, mean 
the praise of the placing of a plate of gold on the ground, and not a mere 
prohibition. And the prohibition of the laying in the shy or in the Heaven 
may be taken as the statement of a bare fact, laid down with a view to 
support the prohibition of the hare ground. The meaning of the passage 
would thus be that— ‘just as the laying of the fire is known to be impossible 
in the Sky or in Heaven, so also is it on the hare ground without a plate of 
gold/-r-this being tbe praise of the use of the golden plate. 

As for the mention of non-etemal things in the Yeda, this has already 
been explained under 8utra I — i — 31. 

Th« ^se of this discussioir lies in the consideration of the Eatrisatra 
sacrifice.^ j in connection with whieli the Furvapakska is that the result 
of this , sacrifice is tbe attainment of Heaven, while the orthodox view 
{^biddhdnta) is that its real result is that which is mentioned in the 
Arthavdda passage relating to it. V . 


ADHIKARANA (2). 

[Treating of the Arthavada passages that have the form of InjuncMons.^ 

Sutra (19). “It would be an Injunction, as laying down some- 
thing not known before; because a mere description would be 
useless.” 

Those Arthavada 8 that contained mere descriptions of facts having been 
explained above, we now proceed, to consider those that appear in the foim 
of Injnnctions. 

And with regard to these, the following are the grounds of doubt : Iht 
the former AdUiharana it has been shown that asiJhe Arthavadas serve no 
purpose directly by themselves, they have to be' taken in the indirect 
sense of Praise. But in that case, even the Praise would be as good as 
useless. As for the factor of Injunction, however, it cannot be got at from 
any other source ; while it has been already shown above that Persuasion 
(which is the avowed object of ArthavUdas) can be got at through the 
indications of the Injunctions themselves. And again, in all cases, the In- 
junction is the primary, and the Praise the secondary, factor j consequently, 
when a certain assertion can be taken as related to the primary factor, 
it must be taken as such (and not as related to the secondary); and 
it is only when the indication of the Injunction has been fully accomplished 
that there can be any use for the Artha'^da: " And it is while the Injunction 
is being comprehended, that all ^the factors pf the BMvanU 
themselves; specially so the factor of the Eesult, as it is the firsthand 
the most important factor (in the Bhdvanct^ and as such the first tp fee cPm- 
prehended, in the indication of the Injunction). It is with a view 
to these facts that the PurvapaJcsha in the Sutra speaks of its laying down 
something not hnown before ; and hence it is in comparison with this that it 
declares the mere expression of Praise to be useless. 

At the very outset, of the discussion, however, the following objection is 
raised against the Adhiko/rana as a whole: We have a consideration of 
such Injunctions and Arthavddas of Results, later on, under the Sutras 
— ^ii — 1 et seq; and as such it is not proper to introduce the same dis- 
‘‘ cussion, in this place/’ 
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1. To tills, some people make the following reply : ' As tlie discus- 
sion that is repeated in the Fourth is introduced here for the 

first time, the above objection should be raised with reference to that 
Adhyaya and not to this.’ 

This may be true enough; hut if by postponing the discussion till the 
l^onrth Adhyaya, we can procure a better reply to the objections against 
Arthavadas, it is only right that we should seek for it there. Inasmuch as, 
however, it was equally reasonable for that same reply to have been given 
on the present occasion, there could not be much harm in its being put for- 
ward here. 

2. Others reply to the said objection as follows: It is only the 
denial of the fact of the passage cited being an Injunction of Besult that is 
explained in the Fourth Adhydya, whereas in the present Adhiharana, it is 
the character of the Arthavcida is denied (in the Purvapahsha) ; because 
the clause — it would he an Arthavdda (in the Siitra lY — iii — 1) — must be 
taken as denying the fact of its being an Injunction. 

But this explanation is not right ; because those Arthavdda passages, 
that would be denied (in the Fomth Adhydya) the character of Injunctions, 
and would thereby beQj^^i^<|[>en to the charge of uselessness, have already 
been shown, in the ?|i^oing Adhiharana, to serve the distinctly useful 
purpose of ^praising ; as has been shown with regard to the sentence — ** His 
face becomes beautiful, &c.” 

3. Some people meet the aforesaid objection thus: It is only right 

that sentences like *‘Vdyu is the eftest deity’ should be taken as Praise; 
but the case of such sentences as the one cited in the present instance 
is different ; and though the present Adhiharana serves to make it a mere 
Praise, denying it the character of an Injnnction,—yet there is something 
left to be done ; and it is this : just as the character of Injunction is denied 
to the said passage, so also can the character of Praise he denied to it, as 
the case of the present passage is nofc similar to that of the former passage ; 
and hence it is absolutely necessary that we should accept it as an Injunc- 
tion, so that any dissimilarity to passages appearing at a different time 
would not affect its position j; and it is this latter point that is very rightly 
raised in the Fourth ^ ‘ . 

But even this explanation is not quite satisfactory; because even 
though the collective argument, that there is a clear disagreement with the 
Yeda, may he a new one, and as such, in this much, there may he no 
repetition, yet the bodies of the Adhikarams remain the same. As for the 
‘ disagreement ’ (or dissimilarity), too, there is none of these that has not 
been met and explained under Sutral — ii — 10; and hence these very argu- 
ments could be brought forward again, whenever any such disagreement 
would be put forward against any Arthavdda passage. 
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4. With a view to all this, some people offer the following explana- 
tion : The present Adhikarana, in its Purvapaksha^ speaks of “ Injunc- 
tions in general, without any specifications ; while in the Fourth Adhydya^ 
we have the expression “ Declaration of the Result'^ (* Fhalagrutih *) ; and 
hence the passages considered in the present Adliikarana are such of the 
Arthavddas as have the form of the Injunction of all such factors as the 
Substance, Property, Action and the like; while those treated of in the 
Fourth Adhydya are only tliose that have the form of the Injunction of 
the Result only. For instancOj Sutras 23 and 24 of this Pada^ are 
found to I’efer to such instances as — “The Horse has its origin in the 
water, and the Cane also has its origin in the water, ** and the like (which 
treat of the mere forms, &o., of Substances) ; and if the present Adkikamiia 
also referred only to such Arthavddas as have the form of an Injunction of 
Result, the citing of the said passage would he entirely irrelevant* 

But though it may be so, yet in that case the subject matter of the 
Adhikarana in the Fourth Adhydya would bW^^-ja particular phase of 
that of the present Adliikarana ; and so would tie In'dtuded in it ; and as such, 
the repetition would remain unexplained. Consequently some people dis- 
regard the examples cited in the Bhdshya and set about citing other in- 
stances, with the restriction that under the present Adhikarana they cite 
only those Arthavddas that have the forms of the Injunctions of the Sub- 
stance, &c., while under that in the Fourth Adhydya they cite those that 
have the form of the Injunction of Results* 

But upon this, we have to make the following observations : Is it abso- 
lutely necessary to have two Adhikaranas that we should put this restriction 
upon the examples to be cited ? Then again, as a matter of fact, a mere 
difference in the examples cited does not make the Adhikaranas necessarily 
distinct ; because in that case, there would be no repetition in a case where 
certain discussions, having been carried on with regard to the sacrificial post 
as made of the KJiadira wood, should be repeated again with the sole difference 
that in the latter case the post as made of the Udumhara wood would he cited 
as the instance. As a matter of fact, the subject matter of Adhikaranas 
being, not any particular examples, but certain rules (and arguments iu 
support of the rules), it is only when there is a difference in the rules treat- 
ed of in the two Adhikaranas that these can be accepted as distinct. And 
as for the Arthavddas having the form of the Injunctions of Substances, all of 
these too are not considered under the present Adhikarana, — some of these 
being considered under Sutra I — i v — 23, some under Sutras III — iv — 1, et seq ; 
some in tbe shape of ‘ Parakrta^ and ^ Purdkalpa * under Adhydya VI, some 
under IX — ii — 29, and others, having the form of the Injunctions of the Jar- 
tila and the Oavzdhuk, in Adhydya X. And hence what we should say in reply 
to the aforesaid objection is that such repetition is not very objectionable. 
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Or> we may justify the two AdMkaranas on the following four 
grounds : — 

1. One and the same rule has one part of it discussed under the pro-* 
sent AdMkaranaj and another part in that of Adhydya IV. 

2. The subject-matter of the the two Adhikaranas may also be explain- 
ed t-o be entirely different. What is done under the present Adhiharana is 
that all Arthavada passages having the form of Injunctions are shown to be 
Krthamdas^ and not real Injunctions. While under the Adhiharana in Adh- 
ydija IV, the purport of the Purvapahsha is this : “ When an Injunction has 
“ been pointed out by the Arthaipdda, it stands in need of a certain result 
“ (for the sake of which it would lay down an Action) ; even though the 
‘‘result that appears in the Arthavada is mentioned with another osten- 
“ sible pui’pose (that of Praising), yet this result is found to be related to 
“ it more closely than any other declarations of the procedure of sacrifices ; 
“ and when such relationship has been once ascertained, a specification 
“ of the relationship becomes a compartively easy matter. Otherwise we 
“ would have to assume the Relationship itself as well as its specific form ; 
“and hence we conclude that just as the Injunction of the Bdtrisab^a 
“ sacrifice is one that enjoins the particular result — the obtaining of /ame, — • 
“ so too, the passage speaking of the ‘ Jiihu made up of leaves ’ cannot hut 
“ be taken as an Injunction of the particular result — the not hearing of any 
“ evil report with reference to one^s self. ” And the Siddhdnta arrived at is 
that when it is possible for the passage to be taken in the light of another 
purpose {i.e., of Praising), it is not right to attribute to it two purposes 
(that of enjoining the Result^ and Praising) ; and as such the passage in 
question must be taken as a pure Arthavdda. 

The same process may be employeti in differentating the present Adhi* 
Parana from those dealing with JVm/a, (Ill — iv — 1 et seq). Or, these 

latter may be taken as consisting of some considerations and argumentations 
with reference to certain supposed objections and questions based upon 
ih-Q Purvapahsha of the Audumhara- Adhiharana (the present one) ; as in 
these a question is raised as to whether the Arthavada^ that is accepted 
to be an Injunction, refers to the Agent or to the Sacrifice j and then the 
conclusion arrived at is that it is a pure Arthav&da^ So also in the case 
of the Adhikarax^as on Parahirti and Purakalpa (as explained in Adhydya 
VI), a fresh question is raised as to whether the Action, (the eating of 
mdsha fL) that is mentioned in the Veda as having been done by a gr^t 
man of old, is to be done only by the descendants of that great man, or by” 
eill men (and it is this ext»‘a question that is treated of in the Adhiharana 
in Adhydya VI). The discussions with regard to “ and “ Bddha, ” 

as contained in Adhydyas IX and X, are also of a similar character {i.e., 
dealing with extra questions). And as for the Sutra L— iv*— 23, it merely 


PABA II — ADHI, II-— ABTHAYlBAS BATIKGr THE FORM OP INJUNCTIONS. 57 


points out the several grounds for accepting a Word in its secondary or 
indirect signification. And as such in none of these do we find any use- 
less repetition. 

3. Or, the difference between this AdMharam and that in Adhyaya IV 
may be explained on the ground that the present Adhikamna treats of 
only such passages as have the form of the Injunctions of Results, in which 
the factor that expresses the Fmise is distinct from that which mentions the 
BesuU; as for instance, the passage cited in the RAasAi/Gt. The sentence, 

‘ The tidumham is powerful and so also are the animals,' which signifies 
Praise^ is distinct from the sentence ‘ For the increase of power * (appearing 
at the close of the passage) which points out the Result (that follows when 
the sacrificial post is made of the Udunibara yfOoA) ; while in the Fourth 
Adhyaya^ the discussion is with reference to those cases, in which the 
same sentence may be taken either bm Praise or as a mention of the 
Result 

4* Or, lastly, the difference between the two Adhikarams may be 
explained thus : The first Sutra of the Adhikarana in the Fourth Adhydya 
[IV — iii — 1] lays down the fact of the passage being for another'* s ^ur^yose 
{^arctrtliatvdt) as the reason for the conclusion arrived at ; and as it is 
only a well-known reason that can be brought forward in all discussions, the 
passages that can serve as instances for this Adhikarana are only those 
that are well-known to be for another's purpose, — e.g.y the passage one 
whose Mhu is made entirely of leaves, &c." In this case it is necessary that 
the fact of being made of leaves should be distinctly mentioned with reference 
to the Juhu; as the former is incapable by itself of having any independent 
relation with the result. It is a general rule that whenever a certain 
property (or qualification) is laid down, with special reference to a 
particular result, it stands in need of a proper receptacle (or substratum) 
for itself ; we cannot get hold of any such receptacle, apart from the 
context (in which the said passage occurs). And hence, if the passage — 
one whose JulilX is made of leaves never hears any evil spoken of himself — 
be taken to imply the injunction-— that one should think of obtaining the said 
'^'esult by means of the particular property of leafiness^ — the, question naturally 
arises : wherein is this property to exist (as the mere abstract property by itself 
can be of no use) ? What is the object (which, having the property of leafiness, 
would accomplish the said result) ? It. cannot be the Juhit; (1) because that 
would lead to a split in the sentence; (2) and until the Action has been 
found (in which the Juhu is to be used) the Juhii it&eli is not an accomplished 
(fully comprehended) object (and as such cannot be taken as bringing about 
any results) ; nor is there any authority (in the sentence itself) for con- 
necting the with any action. ' V * ^ ' 

And thus (not having all the necessary factors fulfilled, if we accept 
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the afiOresaid cdnstrnction or explanation of tlie sentence) we are forced to 
liaY.e recQnrse„to another, explanation (ar construction). We find that the 
said sentence occurs in the same context as the sentence — ‘‘ one pours the 
libations by iiieans:of. ;the and when we come across this sentence, 

it becomes necessary for us to know the kind of the Jiihu that is to be 
eniployed ; -but the sentence itself does not a:fford us any information on 
•tliia head. and this want of information is found to continue until the men- 
,tion of the.&ct of its being made of learns ; and as until this, information is 
obtained,, the use of. theiormer sentence Pours libations by means of the 
JuJm**) is hot fully comprehended, the latter sentence (declaring the fact 
of the JmM being made of leaves) comes to be recognised as subsidiary to 
the former (declaring the fact of the libations being poured by means of 
the JuJiu made of leaves). Thus, then, all the information that is wanted 
in connection .with the .tlwM having been obtained in this very sentence, 
there is no reason for the assumption of a result. And as such it.is only 
.prop.er.tbat the, sentence should be taken ^ as an Arthavdda. (Such is the 
Upshot of .the Adhikarana in Adh. IV). 

.. . In the present , on the other hand, we have for our 

. example, the declaration of the fact of the sacrificial post being made of 
‘the Udimhara wood, which is met with in the context treating of the 
' animal. to. be . sacrificed at the subsidiary sacrifice; and the fact of this 
tde<daaratio.u.5w^ for mother's ^ur^pose m laoi fully recognised ; and as such 
.this form the subject the Adhikarana iu the Fourth Adlvydya. 
t Specially . because, in the present, case, unless the has been already 
reCogui^ied; (from other sources), it is not possible to have any declaration 
its .character ; , and the recognition of the jppst is accepted as fulfilled by 
vmcans Qi. the sentence treating of the Primary Sacrifice, which speaks of the 
post. as .made of the Khadira wood ; and as such; all the information (even 
that of kind oi: material), that is wanted with regard to the ;post, having 
. been obtained , by means of this passage . itself, there is .no use for any 
injunction of another . material (the Udumhara wood) for ih; and conse- 
quently the sentence (speaking of the post us being made of the Udumhara 
wood) is taken (by the Filrvapaksha) as only an injunction of the Eesult 
(attainment of power). As for the information with . regard to the 
, substratum of the property of being made of Udumhara ivood^ this too is 
supplied by the mention of the “post,” in the sentence enjoining the 
Primary Sacrifice; and as such this too does not affect the former conclu- 
sion. Thus then, we find that, prior to the ascertainment of the sentence 
being for another's purpose, it is absolutely necessary to connect the action 
therein §poken of with a. certain definite result, — this connection being 
ascertained by means of other arguments (than those based upon th^ 
.fact of a sentence being for another’s pui^pose, as done in Adh. IV). 
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And as such tlie introduction of this present AdMharana becomes ne- 
cessary. . ■ . / . 

There is yet another theory with regard to these Adhihar anas : 
Both the sentences — the one dealing with the fact of the post being made 
of the Uditmhara wood, as well as that speaking of the Julm being made of 
leaves — can serve as examples, in both Adhikararias (the present as well as 
the one in Adh. IV). And inasmuch as two di:Eerent factors of the Bhavand 
are treated of in the two Adhihamnas, they cannot be said to be mere 
repetitions of one another. Both of them are equally capable of being 
connected with certain means and consequences, only when they are put 
forward in their full efficiency, and not otherwise. And in the AdM- 
harana in Adh. lY, the discussion is based solely upon the factor of ^‘conse’ 
quences,*’ and that of the ‘‘ means is either purposely disregarded or taken 
for granted ; and the discussion then turns mainly upon the following ques- 
tion : — Is the BesuU capable of being rightly pointed out by means, of words 
that speak of it as being accomplished at the present time, without any 
mention of the word ^^Kdma*’ ? While in the present Adhihamna the dis- 
cussion is with regard to the factor of the ‘‘ means,*’ that of the conse- 
quences” being either disregarded or taken for granted; and the discussion 
turns upon the following question; — In the absence of any Injunctive 
affix, is it possible for certain Substances, Properties or Actions to be 
laid down as the means of obtaining definite results? Whatever' may be 
pointed out in a certain form, it stands in need of the cognition of a certain 
definite co-relative, and comes to be related with , sucb a one, as ex- 
pressed by another word. And hence when a certain sentence has' been 
recognised as' pointing out the Consequences, the rest is taken to indicate 
the Means; and vice versa; thus both factors being ascertained in their- true 
forms. Consequently, the factor of the ‘^Means’’ that is considered under 
the present AdhiJcarana, comes to be connected with the factor; of the 
Consequence ” ; and it is thi^ connection as here indicated that is 
accepted, in Adh. IV, as a well-established fact, and serves the rea^ 
for the conclusion there arrived at. Conversely, the indication of the factor 
of the “Means,” that we have in Adh. IV, is here accepted as; a well- 
established fact, and is only slightly touched upon, And thus the two 
are not mere repetitions. , - 

Objection : “.But in that case, the present’ would be a discussion . with 
regard to the' indication of: the In junction, —and as such oOuld not have 
any connection with the AdhiJcarana on ArthavadaJ* ^ 

Reply This does not aJ^ect the casej because the signification of the 
Injunction is got at through the That is to say, if the Action 

spoken of were, in the very fir^t insjiaude, oqnJ^prehended as being 
then the passage could not have the obaA'acte:r;*.of the ArthqA^adaj but as it is, 
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it is only throngli the Praise (as signified by tbe passage) that we compre- 
hend the Action as being enjoined; and as such the character o£ the 
Arthavada is not denied to the passage. 


The sense of the PTJBVAPAKSEA embodied in the Siltra is this : 

“ That which is declared in close proximity to the Eesult, cannot but be re- 
cognised as the Means, even though it is not expressly laid down as such ; 
because on hearing of the Result, our only desire is to know the Means. 
And hence, just as in the case of the mention of the Result, we at once 
‘‘comprehend the Sacrifice to be the means, on account of the expression 
“ ‘ Yagefia^ Chj means of sacrifice ’) directly presenting itself to our mind ; 

“ so in the same manner, the mention of the Result, in the case of the 
“ passage in question, would at once bring to our mind, the expression 
^ Atidiimharena^ (‘by means of the post made of the Udumharawood^), 

“ For, what could a direct Injunction do ? It could only prompt the agent 
“ to action. And as this prompting is done by the mere mention of the 
Result, what would be the use of a distinct direct Injunction ? Or, the 
“ passage may be taken as merely pointing out the connection of a certain 
“ Result with that which has been enjoined in a passage laying down the 
“ procedure of a certain Action. Or, the Injunction may be taken as 
“ expressed by the fifth Mood, Let, And it has also been already explained 
‘‘that the Injunction may, in certain cases, form only a part of the 
Arfhamda, 

“ Hence we conclude that the Dative ending in ‘ Avarudliyai ’ denotes 
“ purpose ,* and as such the Result is pointed out (by means of this affix) 
“ even more clearly than it would have been by the word ‘ Jcdma ’ itself ; 
“ and hence it is with reference to this Result that the passage enjoins the 
post to be made of the TTdumhard wood. (It is in this way alone that the 
“ passage can be interpreted as an Injunction). It can never be an Injunc- 
“ tion of the Result^ because it is shown under II — i — 1 et seq that there can 
“ never be an Injunction of the Result. As for the sentence — ‘ The XTdttni- 
“ hara is power ^ — ^it is a distinct Praise of the particular wood ; and there 
* ‘ is nothing incongraous in this. Consequently, inasmuch as it is possible for 
“ the passage as a whole to be taken primarily, or directly, as an Injunction, 
“ it is not right to take it in its indirect sense — ^making it indicative of 
“mere Praise/’ ■ , 

Sutra, (20). Obj : * As in ordinary parlance, so here also/ 

“ Against the above we may have the following arguments ; ‘ In ordi- 
nary expeiienoe, we find that people never make use of the slightest expres- 
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sion, without some purpose. As for instauce, in ordinaiy parlance we 
“ meet with such assertions as : This cow should he brought, it gives a 
‘‘ large quantity of milh, ^c. And here the former sentence — The cow 
“ should he brought — laying down something to be done, the latter sentence 
‘‘ is taken as a praise of the cow, which lends more force to the former 
“ direction, and thereby prompts the person concerned to speedy action. And 
the mention oE the fact of the cow giving much milk is never taken as 
“ the injunction of any transcendental result ; as it is a directly perceptible 
** fact in itself ; and hence it cannot but be taken as the praise of the cow. 
‘‘The same reasoning can be employed in the case of Vedic passages also. 
‘‘ And as for having recourse to indirect indication, as no direct assertion 
“ is possible, there can be no objection to it.’ 

Sutra (21). ^^Beply: Not so; because it is known before- 
hand.*^ 

“ To the last /gwira, we make the following reply; The instance that 
“ you cite does not apply to the present case. Because a Praise depends 
“upon certain conceptions derived from other means of knowledge; and as 
“ the operation of such other means is possible with regard to the facts of 
“ ordinary experience, we can accept such ordinary assertions in the sense 
« of Praise. In the Yeda, on the other hand, as we have descriptions of facts 
“ not otherwise known, people would have no faith in them ; as even in 
“ ordinary parlance, people do not believe a person who describes what is 
“absolutely unknown. 

“Says the Bhdshyat Purvavacanctdiva ; and this may mean that 
“people do not have any confidence in descriptions of unknown facts, 
“exactly as they have none in the Injunctions of facts already known; or 
“it may be taken as a simile of contraries, the meaning in that case 
“ being that in the descriptions of unknown facts people do not have the 
“ confidence that they have in those of well-known facts. : $ 

“ And then again, the mere mention of the fact of the cow giving much 
“milk does not serve to persuade the person; it is only when he 
“ actually sees the cow giving much milk, that he is persuaded to take it. 

“In the Veda too, finding the Arthavdda to be false, the person would 
begin to suspect the authenticity of the Injunction connected with it;. 
“ and as such, he would not undertake the Action. And one, who would 
“ neglect the Injunction and seek for the Arthavdda, would be taken as an 
“ unbeliever of Injunctions. And if one has no confidence in Injunctions, 
“ wherefore should he have any in the concomitant Arthavdda ? 

Then again, in the Veda, we find a disagreement from the actual facts 
“ of experience ; as for instance, the passage in question praises the action 
“as fulfilling a reservation of power at the present time; while no such 
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‘‘ reservation is perceptible ; and tlius this declaration of the Veda would 
be exactly similar (in falsity) to the description of a cow as giving much 
milk, when as a matter of fact it gave no milk at all. 

As a matter of fact, the TIdtvmhara is not found to have the character 
“of (strength-giving) food, which, for this reason, cannot rightly serve as 
“ the Predicate of the Minor Premiss ; nor is it found to be invariably con- 
“ comitant with the appearance of power ; and hence it cannot serve as the 
“ middle term (the subject of the Major Premiss). That ivhatever is food 
“is also sacrificial fost is a fact recognised, neither in the Veda nor in 
“ ordinary experience ; and as such the assertion is entirely absurd. 

“ And thus, as by making it signify mere praise, we find it to be 
“incompatible (with facts of ordinary experience), it is much more 
“ reasonable to take it as an Injunction than as a Praise, which stands in 
“need of the corroboration of experience.’’ 




In reply to the above we have the following : — 

SIDDHANTA. 

Sutra (22). The fact of its being indirectly implied by the sen- 
tence has alreay been explained. 

The sentence — ^ the Udumhara is strength ’ — ^is to be taken together 
with the clause—* for the increase of strength ’ ; because it embodies a 
justification of this latter ; and it is not a distinct Praise apart by itself. 
Because the mere assertion of the Udumbara being food does not serve to 
point out the fact of its being something excellently desirable for man ; 
while there is no doubt that the assertion-—* for the increase of strength ’ — 
— serves to make the particular action specially attractive to him ; and 
hence it is only right that the other sentence—* Udumbara is food ’ — 
should be taken as justifying and supporting the said attraction (or 
persuasion). Therefore the whole passage may be taken either as point- 
ing out a definite result as following from the Action in question, or as 
persuading the agent to that course of Action. 

And even if there were an Injunctive word, a passage like the one 
. in question could not but be taken as an ATbJmr)ada ; and it is all the more 
so, when the verb in the passage is only in the Present Tense, which has 
‘ the sole purpose of accomplishing the Injunction. And when we find the 
context distinctly pointing to a definite purpose in the shape of the effect 
that it has towards the fulfilment of the sacrifice,— what could be our reason 
for assuming a separate result^ for the expression of which we have no 
direct word ? Nor can it be urged that, that which is indicated by the Context 
is always set aside by that indicated by the Sentence itself. • Becausedn the 
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case in question tliere is no contradiotion of the one by the other* That is 
to say, it is only when two contradiotoxy facts are indicated -both by the 
Context and the Sentence, with reference to one and the same object, 
that there can be any rejection of the one by the other. But in the 
passage in question, we have the Context pointing to the injunction of the 
jpost being made of the Wdumhara wood ; and this Injunction takes within 
itself the persuasion expressed by the sentence * the Udumhara is stren gth ’ ; 
and certainly, there can be no contradiction of the Context, which, in this 
case, is found to indicatje the Injunction of the Udumhara^ as qualified by 
the said persuasion. Thus then, there being nothing to indicate any Injunc- 
tion of the Result, there is no possibility of the Context being set aside ; 
and as such we cannot very well disregard the signification of the , said 
Context. 

(Even if the whole passage be taken as laying down a Result) the 
persuasion, which is held to be indirectly implied by the sentence, could 
never be accepted as being assumed through the implications of the Injunc- 
tion itself. Because in other cases it might he possible for the Injunction 
to imply a persuasion; but in the case in question, the Injunction itself 
is extremely weak (not being mentioned by any directly expressive Injunc- 
tive affix, <&c.) ; and as snch, what could it do with the persuasion ? 

Then again, that which has once been made to serve the purpose of 
praising (a certain action) can never rightly he accepted as having any 
action towards the pointing out of any results, like the acquiring of fame 
(said to follow from the Juhu of leaves). In the case of the Edtrisatra, 
we have recourse to a highly complicated assumption, because there is no 
other way out of the difficulty; while in the case in question, we have 
already shown that a particular purpose (served by the Action in question) 
is distinctly pointed out by the Context. 

The particular species {Udumhara) is, by its very nature, known as a 
part of the more .extensive class ‘ Wood ^ ; and it can never be taken as 
pointing to any Result. The word ‘ post^ (Yilpa) also denotes the .piece 
of wood as affected by the sacrificial performance; and as such it can 
be taken as only indicating the post as it presents itself.. And thus all the 
words being found to serve totally extraneous purposes, the sentence (con- 
taining them) cannot but be taken as, an. Ar^^ara(ia. ^ .... 

It has been urged above that, inasmuch a^ no other wood— -Z^adw’a, 
would be available, the ‘ post ' does not stand in need of any mention 
of the special class of wood (the Udumhara). But this is not quite 
correct, because just as in the case of the Cyma sacrifice, the distinct 
mention of Eeed as the special kind of grass to be employed sets aside the 
possibility of the use of any other grass — Kuga and the like, — the use 
of which is indicated by the fact of iheir being employed; in other 
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reservation is perceptible 5 and time this declaration of the Veda would 
“ be exactly similar (in falsity) to the description of a cow^ as giving much 
milk, when as a matter of fact it gave no milk at all. 

As a matter of fact, the Udumhara is not found to have the character 
of (strength-giving) food, which, for this reason, cannot rightly serve as 
the Predicate of the Minor Premiss ; nor is it found to be invariably con- 
comitant with the appearance of power ; and hence it cannot serve as the 
middle term (the subject of the Major Premiss). That ivJiatever is food 
also sacrificial post is a fact recognised, neither in the Veda nor in 
“ordinary experience; and as such the assertion is entirely absurd. 

“ And thus, as by making it signify mere praise^ w^e find it to be 
“incompatible (with facts of ordinary experience), it is much more 
“ reasonable to take it as an Injunction than as a Praise, which stands in 
“need of the corroboration of experience.^^ 


In reply to the above we have the following: — 

SIDDHANTA. 

Sutra (22). The fact of its being indirectly implied by the sen- 
tence has alreay been explained. 

The sentence — ^ the Udumhara is strength ’ — is to be taken together 
with the clause~-‘for the increase of strength’; because it embodies a 
justification of this latter ; and it is not a distinct Praise apart by itself. 
Because the mere assertion of the Udumhara being food does not serve to 
point out the fact of its being something excellently desirable for man ; 
while there is no doubt that the assertion^ — ‘for the increase of strength’ — 
—serves to make the particular action specially attractive to him ; and 
hence it is only right that the other sentence—^ Udumhara is food ’ — 
should he taken as justifying and supporting the said attraction (or 
persuasion). Therefore the whole passage may be taken either as point- 
ing out a definite result as following from the Action in question, or as 
persuading the agent to that course of Action. 

And even if there were an Injunctive word, a passage like the one 
• in question could not hut be taken as an Arthauada ; and it is all the more 
so, when the verb in the passage is only in the Present Tense, which has 
the sole purpose of accomplishing the Injunction. And when we find the 
context distinctly pointing to a definite purpose in the shape of the eiSect 
that it has towards the fulfilment of the sacrifi.ee,'— *what could be our reason 
for assuming a separate result ^ for the expression of which we have no 
direct word ? Hor can it be urged that, that which is indicated by the Context 
is always set aside by that indicated by the Sentence itself. Becausedn the 
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case in question tliere is no contradiction of the one by the other. That is 
to say, it is only when two contradictory facts are indicated -both by the 
Context and the Sentence, with reference to one and the same object, 
that there can be any rejection of the one by the other. But in the 
passage in question, we have the Context pointing to the injunction of the 
^ost being made of the Udiimharawood ; and this Injunction takes within 
itself the persuasion expressed by the sentence Hhe IJdumhara is strength’; 
and certainly, there can be no contradiction of the Context, which, in this 
case, is found to indicate the Injunction of the UdSwmhara, as qualified by 
the said persuasion. Thus then, there being nothing to indicate any Injunc- 
tion of the Result, there is no possibility of the Context being set aside; 
and as such we cannot very well disregard . the signification of the . said 
Context. _ ... 

(Even if the whole passage be taken as laying down a Result) the 
persuasion, which is held to be indirectly implied by the sentence, could 
never be accepted as being assumed through the implications of the Injunc- 
tion itself. Because in other cases it might be possible for the Injunction 
to imply a persuasion ; but in the case in question, the Injunction itself 
is extremely weak (not being mentioned by any directly expressive Injunc- 
tive affix, &c.) ; a/ud as such, what could it do with the persuasion ? 

Then again, that which has once been made to serve the purpose of 
praising (a certain action) can never rightly he accepted as having any 
action towards the pointing out of any results, like the acquiring of fame 
(said to follow from the of leaves). In the case of the Eatrisatra^ 
we have recourse to a highly complicated assumption, because there is no 
other way out of the difficulty; while in the case in question, we have 
already shown that a particular purpose (served by the Action in question) 
is distinctly pointed out by the Context. . . 

The particular species (Udumhara) is, by its very nature, known as a 
part of the more extensive class ‘ Wood and it can never be taken. as 
pointing to any Result. The word ‘post’ {Yupa) ajso denotes the^pjece 
of wood as affected by the sacrificial performance; and as such it can 
be taken as only indicating the post as it presents itself,. And. thus all the 
words being found to serve totally extraneous purposes, the sentence (con- 
taining them) cannot but be ’taken, as an ^ 

It has been urged above that^ inasmuch as no other wopd—Z^adiVa, 
would be available, the ‘ post ’ does not stand in need of any mention 
of the special class of wood (the Udumhara). But this is not quite 
correct, because just as in the case of the CyBna sacrifice, the distinct 
mention of Reed as the special kind of grass to be employed sets aside the 
possibility of the use of any other grass — Kuga and the like, — the use 
of which is indicated by the fact of their being employed in other 
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sacrifices; so, in tbe same inaniier, in tlie case in question, the distinct 
mention of ^ Udiimbara^ would serve to set aside all other woods. Nor is 
there any means by which this setting aside could be avoided; specially as 
it is admitted, even when the making of the post of the Udiimlara wood 
is taken as bringing about a definite result. 

The only difference, however, between us is this ; In your case, the 
making of the post of the Udumhara wood being an action for the sake of the 
agent (as bringing about a particular result), while the &c., are 

for the sake of the sacrifice (which is helped by the post), the former 
would set aside the latter only indirectly, by the mere chance of their 
being related to the object (the post) ; whereas according to us, both being 
for the sake of the sacrifice itself, there would be a direct co-subjectivifcy 
between them, which makes the setting aside, of the one by the other, more 
natural. 

And when a certain definite kind of wood has been laid down with a 
view to a certain result, — just as the cu7‘d is laid down as the material to be 
offered, with a view to obtain for the saorificer efficient sense-organs, 
there is no idea of the substratum of the Class (and for this also we cannot 
admit of any such results following). That is to say, it is the ‘ Animal 
sacrifice ’ that is the primaiy action concerned ; but this is found incap- 
able (of any relationship with the Udumhara wood) ; while the ‘ tethering 
of the animal,* is found to be capable of such relationship, through the 
post (to which the animal is tethered) ; but this ‘ tethering * together with 
the posif does not form the primary action. Nor can the relationship, being 
found useless with regard to the primary, be transferred to its subsidiaries ; 
because it is only that which is laid down as helping the Primary that is 
held to be helpful to the subsidiaries ; which is not the case here ; as in the 
present case, we have a certain property (the Udumhara^ness of the post) 
forming part of the Primary, which stands in need of a substratum for itself ; 
and though it has the Primary ( Animal-sacrifice ) in close proximity to it, 
yet, as this is not found capable of serving as the required substratum, 
we cannot hut co astrue the Injunction in an altogether different manner ; 
and we can never rightly transfer the property downwards (to the subsi- 
diaries). . • , - . ■ ■ ' ^ i .i . — . . . i / 

Nor is the sentence itself found capable of affording the required 
substrate; because if it be construed in a manner supplying substra- 

tumj this would involve a syntactical split; because in that case the sentence 
would he declaring two relationships : (1 ) the relationship of the Property 
with the particular' Result, and (2) that of the Property with its Substra- 
tum. And further, in that case, the property of ‘ being made of Udumhara 
wood * would have to he taken, in two different forms, at one time (ie., in 
the sentence f The making of the post of Udumhara wood brings about such 
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and sucli a result ’) as the Subject, and at the other (le., in the sentence ‘ the 
post should be made of Udumhara wood ’) as the Predicate. Even if it be 
taken as the Predicate in both cases, then too, while being taken along 
with the residt^ it will have to be disjoined from the jposi; whereas when 
taken in connection with the 'post^ it will have to be separated from the 
restdt (and thus too there would be a syntactical split). 

As for the independent-spirited person who would take up the per- 
formance of certain actions, without any Injunctions, we can have nothing 
to say to him. The fact of any action bringing about a result desired by 
man is not recognised until an Injunction to this effect is met with ; because 
prior to this, the sentence is wholly taken up by the laying down of the 
object to be accomplished, which, in this case, is the making of the post of 
the Udumhara wood. 

It has been asserted that the connection of the Result would be laid 
down by the passage that would contain the necessary directions for the 
Action. But such a passage can have no reference to any i^esult desired 
by man ; as will be shown under the 8Mra * asamyulctam praharanat ’ [III — 
iii — 11]. For if it does happen to be laid down bysneh a passage, it comes 
to be an action for the sake of the Action itself (and not for that of man). 

As for the ‘fifth Lahdra^ (jh^0> its form is similar to that of the 
Present Tense, its signification always remains donbtfnl ; (and as such the 
verb in the passage cannot be taken as the Injunctive LBt)* 

For these reasons, we conclude that the result, in the passage in ques- 
tion, is described only with a view to persuade the person to a certain 
course of action ; specially because the verb describing it is found in the 
Present Tense ; and also because we shall prove in the fourth Adhyciya, 
that, any passage, not distinctly containing the expression ‘ with the desire 
for such and such a result,^ cannot be taken as actually laying down the real 
result of an Action. And as for the passages like the one in question being 
always taken as mere Praise, it is no use enquiring as to the truth or other- 
wise of the means spoken of in them ; because they are meant to serve the 
sole purpose of bringing about a certain cognition ; and also because they 
are in keeping with the descriptions of certain qualifications. But even if 
they must be taken as real means, they may be taken to be the means of 
fulfilling the pleasure or satisfaction of the persons concerned. 

Sutra (23). In some cases, such Injunctions would be useless ; 
hence they must be taken as expressing Praise ; and the same may 
be said with regard to all other passages similar to these. 

If the passages in question were Injunctions, then all the ArthavMa 
passages quoted before would also be Injunctions of Materials, Accessories 
or Actions j for instance, the sentence * Yayu is the eftest deity ’ would 
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mean that one should make Vdyu the eftest deity ; and the sentence ‘ The horse 
has its origin in water ’ would mean that one should make the horse have its 
origin in water ; and similarly we would have such injunctions as — ‘ One 
should make the Vetasa or the Avaha, originate in water/ ‘ the water should 
he made peaceful/ ‘ the Udumhara should he made strong, ’ and so forth. 

And though some of the Arthavdda passages are capable of being 
taken as Injunctions of Actions, yet the passages that we have been deal- 
ing with in the present Fada can never he taken as such ; because some 
of the descriptions — such as those of Vayu^ VBtasa and the like— are mere 
statements of facts in nature (and these cannot be made or brought about 
by man) ; and the Udumhara, too, cannot be brought about by man, 
however much he might try (and hence there can never be any Injunctions 
for making these). 

The Bhdshya proceeds to show what sort praise the passage — (‘the 
horse proceeding from the water/ <fec.) — expresses : The connection of the horse 
with the toater, ivMch is pacifying, brings peace to the master of the sacrifice. 

The irrelevancy o£ this passage of the Bhashya in the present connection 
has been explained away by some commentators by the flat denial of this 
sentence forming part of the Bhashya text. 

The irrelevancy referred to is this : The passage does not mention any 
connection of the pacifying character with either the Horse or the Avaha, 
the Vetasa alone being mentioned ; while this latter does not appear in the 
above explanation of the Praise. 

The true explanation of this, however, is the following ; The Avaha, 

have been cited as instances, only on account of their similarity to the 
Vetasa; and the said explanation does not assert any relationship between 
the Sorse and the AvaJca ; all that it does is to declare these to be related to 
the water ; and as this fact alone does not indicate any Praise, there is a 
need of another Arthavdda passage ; and this is pointed out, in the sen- 
tence — ‘ the water is peaceful ’ ; and it is this latter sentence that, having 
lost the character of an Injunction, expresses the excellent character 
of the water j and certain things, ordinarily well known to be connected 
with water (f.i., the Vetasa), come to be praised by this praise of the water 
only ; while others (f.i., the Horse), come to he praised, through the declara- 
tion of their relationship with the water ; and the meaning of the praise 
thus comes to be that — ^ being related to the water which is known to be 
peaceful, the Horse also comes to be known as quiet ; and hence the sacrifice, 
connected with this Horse, pacifies or removes all the troubles of the 
Master of the sacrifice; which shows that the sacrifice is an excellent one.’ 
In the same manner, the sacrifice that is o:fiered to a swiffe Deity, brings 
about its results quickly ; and if the sacrificial post is made of foodstuffs, 
the sacrifioer obtains plenty of foodstuffs. Such being the explanations 
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of the passages in question, we can say the same with regard to all other 
passages that may be found to be similar to these. 

Sutra (24). When a certain expression can be rightly taken 
in its own context, it is not right to transfer it elsewhere; specially 
as such an Injunction would have no use with regard to that parti- 
cular sacrifice. 

The taking of such passages as Injunctions is also open to the follow- 
ing objection : In the case of the sentence — ^ That which is burnt becomes 
the property of the Bakshasas ’ (a sentence found in connection with the 
Darga-Filrnamasa) — if we take it exactly as it is, then it can only be 
taken as enjoining another Deity (the Baksliasa) for the cake that is burnt ; 
and this would necessitate the removal (or transfer*) of the Deity mentioned 
in the original Injunction (of th% sacrifice). 

[If the word * Apakarsha ’ be taken as that which removes^ then the 
meaning would be that ‘the newly enjoined Deity would remove the one 
mentioned in the original Injunction/] 

This setting aside could be possible, on the ground of its being for a 
definite purpose,— as we have in the case of the Alhyuditeshti — , but only 
if there were no other way of explaining the sentence. When, however, it 
can be taken in a different manner, no such setting aside can be allowable. 

Fighting shy of this argument some people might have recourse to 
a transposed construction of the sentence, — explaining it as ‘ that which 
is to be offered to the Bakshasas should be burnt ’ ; but as the ‘ Baksliasa * 
is not mentioned as a Deity in the present context, the turning of the cake 
will have to be transferred to another context, where the Bdkshasa may 
have been laid down as the Deity | and this would militate against the 
direct declarations of that context, Hor is such contradiction of the 
context allowable, when there are means of avoiding it. Hence we must 
take the passage as an Arthavada^ which does not necessitate any such 
transference or removal. 

Sutra (25). If these be taken as Injunctions, there would be 
a syntactical split. 

In the passages in question, if, on account of the praise contained in 
the passages, the verb in the Present Tense were to be taken as being in 
the Let (the Yedic Injunctive), then, by the same fact, we would have to 
assume a particular result to follow from the Action laid down ; and this 
would bring about a split of the sentence [for instance, the construction 
would be — (1) The post of the Udumhara wood is excellent, and (2) this 
should be made for the obtaining of powerl. Hence we conclude that we 
cannot but take these passages as ArthavUdas. 


ADHIKAUANA. (3). 

\_Tr eating of such Arthavada passages as appear to contain reasons for the 
performance of certain actions'], 

Sutra (26). ** They must be taken §s putting forward reasons, 
because of usefulness and possibility/’ 

As instances, we can have all the passages that appear — on account 
of the use of such words as ^ hV and the like— to contain reasons, though 
as a matter of fact they do not contain them- — (for instance, the passage 
^ (^^vpQxi. 2 , ivAioiij tena hi annan hriyate).* 

Some people object to this Adhikarana ; they argue thus : 

“If the character of the reason be said to be enjoined by the passage, 

“ then these come in the same category as those dealt with in the foregoing 
‘‘ Adhikarana ; if not, then the character of the reason that is spoken of here 
must be taken in connection with the relationship of the Qurpa-homa; and 
“ as no such relationship can exist unless it is duly enjoined, for what could 
“ the rea^ow be brought forward ? If however, the passage be taken only 
“ as describing a fact in nature, then this would be in the same category as 
“ the sentence speaking of Vayu as the ‘ ef test deity/ Thus then, in 
“ any case, there appears no reason for introducing the present discussion.” 

To this we make the following reply: As a matter of fact the 
passage in question does not lay down the fact of the latter sentence 
containing a reason for what has gone before; nor is it the mere descrip- 
tion of a fact in nature : what it really does is only to assert by Apparent 
Inconsistency, a certain fact, which serves to set aside a certain doubt 
with regard to the performability of an Action which has been laid down 
(in the previous sentence) simply as a well-established duty to be 
performed; specially as all Reasoning pre-supposes a certain well- 
established fact (which, in this ease, is the performability of the Curpa- 
homa). And some people hold that this statement of the Reason also 
serves the purposes of an Arthavdda^ showing, as it does, why a person 
should perform it. Eveu when the sentence is taken as a pure 
Arthavada, it contains within itself a statement of the Reason also ; and 
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hence the Injunction comes to be taken as referring to the Homa by the 
Curpa and all other articles whereby food is prepared (such as the Barvz 
and the like) ; and as such the latter sentence might be taken as bringing 
forward a Reason (as held by the Fmvapahsha) as well as containing an 
Artliavada (as held by the Siddhanta)* 

On the main question then, we have the following : — 

PtiRYAPAKSHA. 

“ Says the Bhashya : The fact of the Curpa being a means of preparing the 
**food is brought forward as a Eeason for performing the Homa with the Curpa, 
“And though what is directly enjoined is the relationship (of the Homa 
“with the Curpa), yet the Reason that is brought forward for this relation- 
“ ship could also refer to the Homa, 

“An objection is raised in the Bhashya: ‘A case (like that of the 
Curpa andthe/ood), where the relation of cause and effect is not generally 
recognised, cannot be rightly said to have been brought forward as a Reason J 
“ Some people explain this by pointing to the premiss that all Inference 
“must be one of cause' and effect, as the BhQshya declares later on in 
“ connection with the sentence—* One should offer a Homa of curd for the 
“ sake of one who wants to acquire a sense-organ/ 

“ But this is not correct ; because even in cases where there is no relation 
“ of cause and effect, as in the case of the asterisms of Krttihd and Bohim, 
** following one another, we find that a perception of the former acts as 
“ a reason (or means) for the cognition of the latter. 

(1) “ Therefore we must take the Bhd&hya to mean only the relation- 

“ ship of the comprehended and the means of comprehensio7i,hy the mention 
“ of ‘ the relation of cause and effect* It may, however, be urged that — 
“ ‘ even the relationship of the comprehended and the means of comprehension 
“ being cognisable only by means of an Inference, it could not be asserted 
** with reference to a fact not universally recognised/ True ; but there 
“ being another relationship prior to the general recognition of the fact, 
“ all that is meant by the bringing forward of the said relationship of 
“ the comprehended and the means of comprehension is simply to point out 
“ the particular relationship upon which all further Inferences are based. 

(2) “ Or, the Bhashya may be taken as referring to the potentiality 

“ of things, the meaning of the objection in the Bhashya being that we 
“ admit the character of true Reason only in cases where, at the time of 
“ comprehending an invariable concomitance between the two things con- 
“cerned, we actually perceive in them a potentiality consisting of that 
“ causal relationship which consists of the relationship of the comprehended 
“ and the means of comprehension* 
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(3) “Or again, the Bh^shya rnsj be taken as only referring to the 
“ specific instance cited, — the sense of the objection being that an invariable 
“ concomitance between any two things, can be based npon many relations, 
“ such as those of cause and eSect, master and servant, or on mere associa- 
“ tion, and the like ; and as none of the others are possible in the case of 
“ the fact of the Qurpa as the means of preparing food being asserted as the 
** reason for performing the particular Homa, we must accept it to be based 
“on the causal relation only ; and inasmuch as such causal relationship 
“ is not generally found to exist between them, the assertion that the latter 
“sentence puts forth a Beason for the Soma is untenable. 

“In reply to the above objection, the Bh^shya says — True it is, 
j “ And the meaning of this is this : It is true that in the ordinary course of 

j . “ business, before a person puts forward a certain Reason, he always seeks 

;; “ to base it upon a well-recognised relationship ; but in the case of the Yeda, 

t “ on account of the Apparent Inconsistency of the mention of a Reason^ as 

“expressed by the use of such words as ‘M’ (Jbecause), the like, we 
“assume the existence of another sentence expressing the relationship 
“ (npon which the aforesaid causal relation could be based), — such a sen- 
“tence, in the case in question, being that ‘ whatever is the means of 
“ preparing food should be used in the o&ring of the Homa\* and in the 
“light of this sentence, the Beason (brought forward in the sentence ‘ be- 
: ; “ cause the food is prepared by its means ’) becomes quite relevant. 

“The Bhashya puts the queBtion—wTiat special purpose would he served, 
if the Beason should become relevant ? The reply given is that the 
“ use lies in the fact that it is only then that the Soma could be offered by 
? “ means of all things that are used in the preparation of food. 

“ The Bhashya puts another question — ‘ why * ? And this question may 
“be taken as put by the Siddhanti ; or it may mean — ‘ How can the Darvz 
“ &c., be the means of preparing the food ’ ? The reply given is that — we 
“ actually find these of use in the preparation of food ; and it is this usefulness 
“alone that is mentioned in the Sutra (by the word The 

“ BMshya also adds — we can prepare the food by means of these also ; and 
“this is what is meant by the word ^upapatti* (‘possibility’) in th6 
“ Sutra. 

“ Against this explanation an objection is raised — ‘ It seems that, in 
“this way, the words (arthavattva and upapatti) are synonymous (and as 
“ such both should not have been used)/ 

“ But the mention of both words may be explained as pointing to 
“ the capability of the same fact being expressed in two different ways : the 
“ sense being that that which is of some use in an Action may, in a way, be 
“ also spoken of as its means. Or, the word ‘ arthavattva ’ may be taken as 
“ pointing to that which is expressed by the instrumental case-ending ; and 
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inasmucli as it is the fact of the food being prepared, at the present time^ by 
means of the Curpa, &o., that has been broTight forward as the Eeason 
“ (which is not found to be applicable to the Homay which is not found to 
“prepare any food at the time), the word ^ may be taken as 

“pointing to the possibility of the food being prepared by means of the 
and this is what is meant by the Bhashya — ^ the food canhep-e- 
pared by means of that also. ^ 

“ Another objection is i*aised in the Bhclshya : * The passage in question 
“ distinctly says that the food is prepared by means of it; why then, should 
“ you say it can he prepared ’ ? 

“ The reply given to this is that it is absolutely impossible to speak 
“ of the Present Tense (because the Qurpa is not found to prepare the food 
“actually at the time that the Soma is being off ered) , 

“ Or, the Bhashya may be taken as replying to a self-raised objection ; 
“ the sense in that case, would be this : If the passage be taken as 
“refex'ing, not to the Curpa, but to the Barvz, &c,y on the ground of these 
latter not being the means of preparing the food at the present time , — 
“then, the same might be said with regard to the Qurpa also; and the 
“ passage would cease to be any Praise at all ; hence just as the Siddhanti 
“ would make the passage out to be a Praise, exactly in the same man- 
“ ner could we also explain it as only laying down a reason for the 
Eoma. 

“ The Bhashya sentence following this is ^ HBtau ca Crutih, &c. ; and 
“ as this is quite irrelevant as it is, we must take it along with the closing 
“ sentences of the Bhashya. 

“ Says the Bhashya — there can be only an indirect indication of Praise ; 
“and this means that the sentence in question indicates the excellence of 
“ the Roma, indirectly, through the fact of its bringing about a universally 
“ desirable result in the shape of food. 

“ And in this case, the sentence— ‘ CurpBna hi annan hriyate * — is to 
“ be taken as only describing a fact of nature, the general preparation of 
food with reference to the particular object, Curpa, 

“ Or, the 8utra may be construed in the following manner : If we take 
“ the sentence as laying down a Beason, we have an ‘ arthavattva * — it 
“ serves a much more useful purpose than if it were a mere Arthavada ; — 
“and even though the relationship between the Curpa and preparation 
“ of food is not quite recognised, yet we have its * upapatti * (proof 
“or possibility) based upon tbe assumed Vedic sentence referred to 
“ above. 

“ For these reasons, we conclude that the sentence in question must be 
“ taken as laying down a Reason for the performance of the Roma by means 
“ of the Curpa 
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In reply to the above we have the following : — 

SIDDHINTA. 

Sutra (27). It is a Praise ; because of its being preceded by 
verbal authority ; while there is no Injunction of another. 

The Instrumental case -ending in the word ^ Qur^ena^ directly points 
to the performance of the Homa as to be done by the Curpa ; and as such 
having the direct support of the Yeda, it cannot be urged, — either as a mere 
acceptable alternative, or as an optional alternative, or as a companion 
alternative, — that the Homa is to be performed with the DarvZy &c., the 
instrumentality whereof is only pointed out by Inference. Because the 
Homa having all its requirements fulfilled by the Curpa, does not stand in 
need of any other thing ; and as there is no direct Ye die text laying down 
the instrumentality of the Darvz, <&c., the mere recognition of the instru- 
mentality of the CUrpa (as pointed out in the Yedic text) shuts the way 
of the inference of any Yedic texts (in support of the instrumentality of 
the Darvz, &c.) This is what is meant by the expression — There is no In- 
junction of another^ — (i.e., of the Darvl, &c.) 

As for the pointing out of a reason (for the performance of the Homa 
in a certain way), this becomes accomplished by the Praise itself ; and as 
such by taking the sentence as pointing out such a Reason only, we only 
court the necessity of having to assume unheard of instances. 

Then again, the direct assertion of the Curpa (as the instrument to be 
employed) falling within the scope of the Injunction, being found to 
be distinct, and not having any other purpose to serve, it cannot be 
altogether neglected. Hence, there are only two ways of taking the expres- 
sion it prepares the food : — (1) this expression having no direct 
connection with the Injunction ‘this should be done,’ we can take it 
as indirectly indicating the fact of the Qurpa possessing an excellent 
quality ; or (2) it may be taken as directly expressing this latter 
fact. Any way, the expres.sion by itself is incapable of being taken as 
laying down a Reason in support of the Injunction ; and hence it comes to 
be taken as mentioning the reason for the excellence which stands in 
need of the support of a Reason that happens to be mixed up with the 
force of the Injunction, and of which the object of the Injunction stands in 
need. The meaning of the said expression thus comes to be : The Curpa is 
an excellmt instrument^ because it prepares the food. Both of these explana- 
tions are capable of being supported by well-recognised instances, and 
as such do not necessitate the Inference of any unheard of Yedic texts. 
Because it is a universally recognised fact that, (1) that which is excellent 
deserves to be done, and (2) that, that which is a means of preparing the 
food is excellent. 
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The sentence — ^ there is no Injunction of another* may be explained in 
another way : According to you, all that is a means of preparing the food, 
will be the objects of Injunction ; but Barm, &o., are not the means of 
preparing the food ; because it is the action, of coote|gr f.i., that is known 
to be the direct means of the preparation of the food. This introduces the 
next Sutra, 

Sutra (28). OftJ.: praise of that which is useless is 

not allowaMe,” 

Some people might argue— “ If cooking, &o., are the means of pre- 
paring the food, the Curpa cannot be recognised as the means of its pre- 
paration; and as such there can be no such praise of it, as explained above/* 

To this we make the following reply : — 

Sutra (29). Reply : But there is a use for it ; inasmuch as 
it forms part of the Injunction ; as even in the ordinary world. 

According to us, there is a distinct use which forms the object of the 
praise, — this use consisting in the fact of the Curpa being the means of 
the preparation of food. Inasmuch as it forms part of another sentence, 
the mention of such instrumentality is found only to serve the purpose 
of another (t.e., tlie Injunction), and thereby has only a secondary position; 
and as such, it must be taken as thereby describing a certain fact, with 
reference to another object that forms the object of the Injunction. Such 
description again can be only of a fact that is well known ; and conse- 
quently we find the very words (of the Yedio text) distinctly pointing to 
the conclusion that the sentence describes only such useful instrumentality 
of the Curpa as has been met with in ordinary experience ; (and as such 
the instrumentality of the Qurpa cannot be denied)^ 

This also explains the use of the present tense (in * Kriyaie*) ; but 
even though the present tense has been used, yet it is an admitted fact 
that, whether something is to he done (in the future) or has already been 
done i(in the past), whenever we have got to describe, or praise, such an 
object, we speak of it as being done Kriyate*). As to why the present 
tense has been used in a Praise, — all that we can say is that it is due to 
the fact that men, as a rule, are more attracted to the present than either 
to the past or to the future ; and as a matter of fact, it is only by recalling 
the fact of the effects, that a certain action brings about at the time that 
it is performed, that people are attracted to it, even at other times; 
consequently with a view to praising the Curpa, we have the sentence 
Mt prepares the food.* 

Or, we may take the sentence as praising the Curpa, after having trans. 
ferred the present character of the capability of preparing the food to the 
10 
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preparation itself (wliich would justify the use of the present tense in 
‘Kriyate ’) ; because people are attracted more to what is actually manifested 
than to any latent capabilities ; and as such the Praise could be duly 
effective only when describing a fact as actually manifested in the present^ 
and not when merely pointing out a capability^ 

On the other hand, in your theory, inasmuch as you hold the sentence 
to contain the Injunction (of a ‘Reason), there would be a distinct harm done 
by the non comprehension of the instrumentality of the preparation of food 
and tide present character, (with direct reference to the Curpa), 

‘‘ Why so ’’ ? 

Well, because, there can be an Injunction of only that which has not 
been got at by any other means ; and hence in the case of an Injunction, the 
acceptance of anything apart from what is directly expressed by it is not 
allowable. This is what is meant by the BMshya : — In the Injunction, 
there is no need of the meaning of any other words, because it is only in 
the case of indirect indication, that there is a need of the help of the 
meanings of other words. And it would be necessary to assume the word 
in the present tense C Kriyate’) to indicate the meaning of a word in the 
past (‘ Akdri *), and in the future (‘ KdrishyatB^), or that of a word denoting 
the present character of the Capability (such as ‘ Qakyate ’ ) ; and it is only 
when the word ^ KriyatB ’ could be taken in accordance with these assump- 
tions, that the Instrumental case ending in ‘ Curpena ’ could be taken as 
denoting direct instrumentality. As a matter of fact, however, instances 
of such assumptions have never been met with ; and as such they cannot 
be allowable. 

If, again, the words he taken in their direct signification, then, it would 
not he possible for the Yeda to enjoin anything as capable of being 
hronght forward, while it would be pointing out either the present time 
or the chief Instrument. That is to say, the Homa is not capable of being 
performed either by the Qurpa, ^c., wdjile these are actually being 
employed in the preparation of the food, or by the cooking which is held to 
he the chief Instrument (or means) of the preparation of food. Therefore, 
in both cases, the theory is absolutely untenable. 

According to our theory, on the other hand, inasmuch as the sentence 
in question is taken only as explanatory of the foregoing, the words can be 
taken in their indirect significations. For instance, in ordinary parlance, 
we find such an expression as Balavdn Bevadattah, where though the affix 
* Matup ’ (in BalavQn) has been laid down to be in the sense of Excess, 
yet we do not find it clearly expressed as to in comparison with whom 
Devadatta is strong; and the direct signification of the word ^halavan-^ 
would he that he is the strongest among all living beings ; but this is not 
possible because, as a matter of fact, thei*e are many stronger animals, 
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such as the Lion, &c. ; lienee we take the word to signify the presence of a 
strength greater only than that of those animals that are known to be 
weaker than Devadatta. Exactly in the same manner, we can speak of the 
Curpa as the ‘ chief instrument ’ (in the preparation of the food), in com- 
parison to such objects as the plough and the like, which have a much 
more remote instrnmeutality in that preparation. 

It may be argued that — “ in that case such comparative signification of 
the word would come to be its chief denotation ; and it is for this reason 
that the word ‘ balavan,* used with reference to Devadatta, is not admitted 
to have any indirect signifilcation/’ 

This is true enough, when the word * halav^n * is used with reference 
to Devadatta, in comparison with weaker persons in general ; but when the 
word is found to be incapable of referring to certain weak persons in parti- 
cular, it would directly give rise to an idea of Devadatta being stronger 
than even those who possess greater strength ; and in that case, if we take 
the word to point to the fact of Dgvadatta being stronger than those 
weaker than him, then this would be taking it in an indirect sense. In the 
same manner, when the fact of being the means of the preparation of food 
is taken to be brought forth as descriptive of the Curpa^ which forms an 
object of the Injunction, — then (1) such description may be taken in its 
direct signifi.cation — that the QUrpa is the more important means (or Instru- 
ment) in the preparation of the food, than the remoter instruments in 
general; or (2) it may be taken in its indirect signifi.cation, inasmuch 
as no such remoter Instrument is mentioned ; and the meaning would 
be that the Qmpa is the one principal instrument in the preparation of food 
(which is not true). 

In accordance with your theory, on the other hand, the sentence being 
an Injunction, and as such laying down something not got at by other 
means, the fact of the Curpa being the principal Instrument^ as also its 
present character^ would have to be taken as mentioned with reference to the 
Action in question ; and as such there would be no ground for any Oompari* 
son or Secondary (indirect) character; and hence there would be a greater 
difficulty in the interpretation of the sentence. And thus there is no 
equality between the two theories. 

Sutra (30). If it were a Eeason, it would be restricted (to 
the 9wpa only); because of the specification. If it be urged that 
through singularity (the Darvi, &a, would also be taken as refer- 
red to), -“then, in that case, there would be an indecisiveness of the 
Injunctiops. 

This Sutra admits, for the sake of argument, the position of the 
opponent. Even if the sentence were an Injunction of the Beason that 
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Injunction could not be taken as referring to the Darvt, &c. Because it is 
distinctly with reference to the Curpa that the sentence lays down the 
Reason, in the shape of its being an instrument in the preparation of food* 
And specially as such instrumentality is not recognised in ordinary experi- 
ence, the only resource that we have, for taking the injunction to refer to 
the JDarvi^ &c., also, is to assume a Vedic text bringing forward an instance 
in support of the sentence in question* But for assuming such a text, the 
only ground that we can have is the apparent inconsistency of another 
direct Yedio text (the sentence in question) ; and as a matter of fact, this 
apparent inconsistency cannot justify the assumption of anything more 
than what is absolutely necessary for the consistency of the Vedic text in 
question. 

Then again, the connection of the Gurpa with the Homa having been 
laid down, the mention of the properties of any other things would be no 
reason for such relationship ; and hence it would be necessary to mention 
a certain quality of the Curpa alone, — viz,, its instrumentality in the pre- 
paration of the food ; and on account of the proximity of the description 
of the quality to a mention of the Curpa, we conclude that the description 
refers to the Curpa alone. 

Even in ordinary parlance, we always find that when a certain property 
is mentioned in connection with a certain object, the quality is cognised, first 
of all, otily as belonging to that object (as for instance in the argument ‘Fire, 
because smoke’ ; the smoke which is the Reason is cognised at first, as resid- 
ing in the particular mountain only) ; and it is only when the corroborative 
instance comes to be cited (‘ Whatever has smoke is fiery, as the culinary 
hearth ’) that we come to recognise the fact that it is the smoky substance in 
general that is meant ; as otlierwise, with the particular case alone, there 
could be no unified collective idea of telepresence of fire (that is to say, 
unless we have an idea that wherever there is smoke there is fire, we cannot 
deduce the presence of fire from the presence of smoke). 

In the Veda, the Reason is not cognised as appertaining to what has 
to be proved by it, either in its genuine or specific form ; the particular sort 
of relationship has always got to be assumed in accordance with Apparent 
Inconsistency. And in the case in question, we find, (1) that a definite 
particular object (the CUrpa) is distinctly mentioned, (2) any generic instru- 
mentality is not ordinarily recognised, and (3) there is no reason for reject- 
ing what is directly mentioned : and hence all the Apparent Inconsistency 
that there can be in the case is limited to the particular case (of the Qurpa 
being employed in the Moma and its being the instrument for preparing 
food) ; and as such it can justify the assumption of only that text which 
would show an instance corroborating that particular case only ; because it 
would be, iu the absence of this particular instance only, that the mention 
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of the Reason (with regard to the Curpa) would remain inconsistent. On 
the other hand, if we omit to assume the fact of the Homa being connected 
with such other implements as the Daw and the like, there is nothing, 
either directly perceived or mentioned in the Veda, that would remain 
inconsistent (for want of such an assumption). Therefore the only instance 
that we could assume would be in some such form as — ‘ whichever Curpa is 
found to be instrumental in the preparation of food, is also used in the 
offering of the Soma.* 

The inference of such a text would be what is technically known as 
the * Yig^sTiadrshfa * Inference. For instanee, even in ordinary experience, if 
the smoke that is perceived is recognised as proceeding from a particular 
grass, the fire that is inferred is also that proceeding from the burning of 
that grass, and not Fire in general; md again though the root ^ gam* is 
generally recognised as denoting to go; yet when perceived, in the word ‘ go * 
(cow) f.i,, after the word has been found to denote the particular animal with 
dewlaps, &o., it comes to be recognised as pointing to the * going * of the 
cow only, and not to that of all moving things. Exactly in the same manner, 
inasmuch as the Reason— the Instrumentality in the preparation of food 
— ^has been mentioned in distinct connection with the * Qurpa^ it cannot be 
regarded as pertaining to any other things. 

Thus then, the meaning of the sentence would be this: ‘Whichever 
Qurpa is found capable of preparing the food should be used in the offering 
of the JSoma * ; and any other objects, the Dann, &c., cannot be included in 
this. For instance, when a strongly blown fire is mentioned as the Reason 
for burning, it points to the fact that, if not strongly blown, the Fire would 
not burn, and not that the conch-shell, when strongly blown, would burn. 

Thus alone could any definite interpretation be arrived at. 

If however the ‘ Instrumentality in the preparation of food, as men- 
tioned with reference to the Curpa * be taken as pointing to its concomitant 
— the great genus ( “ Instrument in the preparation of , food ”) then, 
whatever is perceived in the world could, in some w;ay or other, be spoken 
of as an ‘ instrument in the preparation of food ’ ; and as such, there heh^ an 
indecisiveness (as to the Instrument really meant), the sentence could be 
taken as referring to all the objects connected with the Homa ; and hence 
the expression ‘ instrumental in the preparation of food ’ would be abso- 
lutely useless. 

For these reasons, we conclude that the sentence cannot be rightly 
taken as laying down a Reason ; and as such we must take it as containing 
a Praise (of the Qnvpa as the one thing to be used in the offering of 
the Homa)^ 


ADH1KA.RANA (4). 

[^Treating of the Mantras,y 

Sutra (31). “Because the Scriptures lay down directions (for 
the use of mantras, they cannot be meant to convey any mean- 
ings).’* (A)- 

Finding the word ^Anartha* mentioned in the PUrvapahsha in con- 
nection with the mantras^ some people put forward the question of this 
AdhiJcarana as — * Have the mantras any meaning, or are they absolutely 
meaningless * ? 

But this is not quite the correct form of the question considered here. 
Because all words are distinctly found to convey some sort of a meaning ; 
and as such there can never be any question as to their having a meaning ; 
for instance, Fire being found to actually burn certain things, we do not 
proceed to consider whether or not it is capable of burning. As a matter 
of fact, in all cases, the potentialities of words are inferred from the effects 
that they actually bring about; and in the case of mantras^ we find' that 
as soon as they are pronounced, they convey a certain^definite meaning. 
3Sfor are the PitrvapaJcshas on this point capable of being answered by the 
single I — ii — 40. 

For these reasons, considering the above question inappropnate, the 
Bhdshya lays down the question in the following form ; “ Are the mantras 
meant to convey a meaning, or are they not so meant ? 

It may be argued that for the aforesaid reasons, even this question 
cannot be a fit object for discussion. But this is not true; because even 
the sentences that have a definite meaning, we find to be of two kinds 
(some being prononnced for the purpose of conveying some meaning, while 
others are pronounced only for the sake of the verbal expression). And 
as a matter of fact, though the utterance of the sentence, and the convey- 
ingpf its meaning, always go hand in hand, yet it is possible that the 
desire of the speaker may lie in only one of these ; and in this there is 
some sort of a difference between the two ; for instance, when a person 
desires to express a certain fact, the utterance of the sentence comes as a 
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matter of course ; whereas when he desires only to express the mere verbal 
forma of sentences, the expression of the meaning comes about only 
by the way (through the exigencies of the force of concomitant circum- 
stances) ; as we find in the case of Japa^ and the repetition of mantras for 
the curing of poisons. And hence there is an occasion for discussion on 
this point. 

Objection : But what connection has this question got with the 
“ treatment of the means of knowing Dharma ** ? 

Eeply : We have already considered the PUrvapalcsha that the Veda 
having the sole purpose of pointing out the Actions to be performed, that 
which is not found to serve such a purpose must be concluded to be useless 
and untrustworthy ; and hence the question of the authority of the mantras 
in the matter of Dharma being only a phase of this previous Purvapahsha^ 
the answer that we have given on the former occasion would apply to this 
case also ;* and as such there can be no need for bringing up the question of 
the authority of the mantras. Specially as we all know that when even 
such apparently incoherent sentences as— * He wept and from that was silver 
produced * — are capable of being somehow or other made out to he an 
authority with regard to Dharma^ there can be no doubt with regard to 
the authority of the mantras. And hence all that we have got to consider 
now is the question of the particular uses of the mantras. 

That the mantras are neither Injunctions nor mere Valedictory sentences 
will be shown by the Author himself later on, when it will be pointed 
out that they cannot be Injunctions, because they have not the form of 
an Injunction ; and that they cannot be Valedictory sentences, because there 
can he no Praise of that which is laid down elsewhere. Then the only 
use that is left lies in the employment of the words of the mantras ; 
and hence it is only natural to consider the question as to their being nsed 
for the purpose of conveying some meaning, nr for that of giving evpres- 
sipn to the mere words. In the case of the 8dmas too, though they have 
no meanings, yet we can have a doubt as to whether they are pronounced 
merely for the sake of being pronounced, or for the sake of giving 
expression to the letters composing them, 

A question might here be asked — How could the Purvapahsha ac^ 
count for the use of such mantras as are not connected with any direct 
direction in the Veda (and are used only in accordance with their own 
meanings) ” ? 

To this, some people make the following reply : “ It is with a view 
to stop the use of such mantras that the Pnrvapakshi proceeds to establish 
the fact of the speaker having no desire to convey any meaning by 
the use of mantrasy because he knows that no one ever uses mantras 
that have no meanings. Thus it is that the sentence in the BMshya^do 
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the mdntras help hy the mere utterance — whicli savours of being tbe declara- 
tion of a well-establisbed fact— Kseases to be absolutely incoherent. And 
the evil motive lurking in the mind of the PUrmpahsM is somewhat like 
this : ‘ If the Siddhanti should declare that the mantras help by mere utter- 
ance, then I shall be able to show to him that such mantras can never be 
used/ And the PurvapaksM^ in the Bhdshya^ in pointing out the use of 
the ma^itra * Varhirdevasadandctm%^ is found to be denying the fact of the 
mantra being used on the occasion of the chopping of grass ; and what he 
means by this is to strike at the very usefulness of the mantra.^* 

Or, it may be that the PurvapaJesha accepts the fact of the mantras 
being actually used, as being in accordance with the theory of persons 
knowing all about sacrifices ; and hence not discussing this, it takes up 
another discussion. And as for the question — * How is it that the theory 
of persons knowing the details of sacrifices has been left aside, and its 
correctness or incorrectness has not been tested ’ ? — , the reason why this 
point has been disregarded is this : That the mantras are actually used is 
a fact firmly established by the mere fact of their being accepted as such by 
all the best men of the three higher castes, — exactly like the works on Smfti ; 
this fact cannot be set aside ; and hence it is the very source or basis of this 
fact that we proceed to consider. And if the PurvapaJesha theory turns 
out to be the correct one, then, there being no other authority for the 
said fact, we shall seek for it in the Inference of Yedic texts laying 
down the use of the mantra in question ; while in accordance with the 
Siddhdnta theoiy the Indicative Power and the Context of the mantra itself 
would serve as the required authority. 

Ov^iJiePVBVAPAKSHA (A) may be expounded in the followingmanner. 
That the mantras serve a distinctly useful purpose of man is pointed 
out by the very Injunction of the study of the Yeda ; and hence whatever 
“ is found to be in contact with the Barga-Purnamasa and other sacrifices, 
“ either through syntactical order or through Context^ is accepted as serving a 
“ useful purpose ; such for instance are the sentences dealing with the 
** Prayafas, 'as also the forms of the mantras. Of these the former are found 
“ to serve a purpose, by a distinct pointing out of what they directly signify 
“ (ma?., the performance of certain minor sacrifices) ; and hence though they 
have certain verbal forms of themselves, they do not serve any purpose, 
** through these verbal forms. As for the mantras, however, they are found 
be expressing meanings, that are not of any use in the sacrifices ; and 
as such we can have no need of these, so far as their meaning is con- 
^‘oerned; as for the purposes of Praise, Injunction, and Bemembrance, 
*Hhese are found to be fulfilled by other means; and hence we cannot 
**hnt conclude^ that the only purpose that the mantras can serve is in the 
use of their mere verbal forms, as is also pointed out by the passages 
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** that lay down their uses. As for the Injunction of the study of the 
“Yeda, this too, having its purposes fulfilled by the more proximate 
verbal text of the mantras^ cannot extend to the more distant deno- 
‘Hation (or meaning) of these mantras^ In the case of the passages 
“ dealing with the Prayajas, &c., also, though our first impression is that 
“ of these also, it is the verbal text only that is to be employed,— yet, such 
** use is concluded to be improper, when it is found that they express certain 
facts, that are distinctly useful in the actual performance of the sacrifices. 
‘‘Ho such facts, however, are found to be expressed by the mantras. Then 
“ again, it is only when the verbal text is not found to be of any use that we 
“ conclude the purpose of a sentence to be in what it signifies ; in the case 
of the mantras^ however, we find that it is their verbal texts that serve 
“distinctly useful purposes. And even if, the meaning of a sentence be 
“ held to be more important than its verbal form, it is only to the word 
“ that a person has to be directed first of all ; because the meaning is 
“ expressed <ifter the word has heen used. And hence we conclude that 
“it is the mere verbal form of the mantra that is of use (iu the per- 
“ formance of sacrifices). And it is in view of these facts that we have to 
“ take the following Purvapahslia Sutras, 

“ In consideration of the order of the Siddhdnta Sutras, we should 
“ change the order of the examples cited, from the ‘ Abhryadana ’ down- 
“ wards. The Bhdshya, however, has not paid any heed to the order of the 
“ examples, because it was thought that the discussion would be equally 
“ clear, wherever the examples might be cited, and hence he begins with 
“ the mantra — ‘ Urupratha, Uruprathasva,* 

“ Says the BlioLshya : Just as one who has eyes, And the meaning 
“ of this is that though a person who has his eyes intact, yet having his 
“ vision blurred by some cause or other, when he is found being led by 
“ another person, the irresis table conclnsion is that he does not see with his 
“eyes ; and exactly,, in the same manner,, when a person comes across the 
“ text of a mantra, though his first impressipn is that it has a certmn mean- 
“ ing, yet, as soon as he finds another sentence laying down its uses, he 
“ naturally concludes that the mantra, itself, has not the capability of 
“ indicating its own use ; and this distinctly shows that the meaning of the 
“ mantra is to be disregarded altogether ; for if any importance were attach- 
“ ed to the meaning, the use of the mantra would be indicated by the mantra 
“ itself, through such a meaning. 

“ An objection is raised in the Bhdshya : ‘ The mantra may have the 

character of an Arthavada, — that is to say, as a Praise of the injunction o£ 
“ the mantra inferred from the exigencies of its indicative Force and Context.' 

“ The reply given in the Bhdshya is that it is not so; heos^use Arthavadas 
“ have been shown to serve the purpose of Praising only when taken along 
11 
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wifcli Injunctions ; in a case however where the Injunction, whether direct 
or inferred, appears apart from the passage in question, there being no 
“ Praise found in proximity to the Injunction itself, the necessary persua- 
“ sion is accepted as being acomplished by its own force ; and as such, there 
“ being no need, for any other persuasive agency, no remote Praise can serve 
“ any useful purpose with regard to that Injunction. 

“ Similarly, too, in the case of the AhJiryci>dS>na mantras, their very form 
points to the fact of their being employed at the action in question ; and 
“ as such the subsequent direction that ‘ one is to hold by all the four ’ is 
“ useless. Eveu if this direction served the purpose of indicating the 
“ number ‘four’ (which is not indicated by the mantras themselves), the 
“ number thus indicated would be that which appertains to the mantras, and 
“ not to the Action ; because the property of one thing cannot be transferred 
“ to another. The number too, not being an Action^ could not be taken to b© 

“ laid down as an auxiliary to the Action. 

“ Thus then, the constrnction of the sentence would be somewhat ia 
“ this form : ‘ These that are four in number, by means of these, one should 
“ hold the Ahhryas ’ ; but these were four, even before the declaration ; 

“ hence the assertion would be absolutely useless. And further the number 
“ not being auxiliary to the principal Action, and there being no collective 
“ word, the potentiality in question would have to be accepted as appertain- 
“ ing to each of the four Ahhryas ; and as such there would be nothing to 
“ set aside the contingency of these being taken as four optional alterna- 
“ tives. 

“In accordance with our theory, however, the peculiar transcendental 
“ result being only capable of being indicated by the repetition, there 
“ would be no means of ascertaining its existence, before all the four had 
“ been held ; and as such, it is only proper that these four should be taken 
“collectively. 

“In the case of the sentence — Xmdmagrhhnam, ityacvahhidham- 

^^mtidatie , — as for the holding of the reins of the Horse and the Ass, 
“it is distinctly indicated by the exigencies of the circumstances; and 
“ as such there can be no injunction for the holding of these. And as 
“for the mantra too, its use is indicated by its very form ; and as such 
“ the direction itydgvahhidhanimadatte cannot be of much use. 

“ An objection is raised in the Bhdshya — ‘ The direction would serve 
“ the purpose of rejecting the holding of the reins of the ass" 

“ And the reply given is~^‘ na gahnoti parisanhhydtum, parisancalcshdno 
“ hi, &c., &c. That is to say, in the word ^ parisahjchyd," the prefix ^pari^ 
“ signifying rejection, the word must be taken as denoting the idea of such 
rejection or exclusion ; and this idea could refer either to the holding of the 
“ reins of the w, or to the using of the mantra at such holding ; and both these 
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^^aUermtives are open to three objections, m 2 ? : (1) if the direction be faketl 
as an Injunction, then the said idea of the rejection would be that ‘such and 
such reins are not held ’ ; and in this the Injunction would be abandoning 
** its own original meaning or purpose (of laying down the holding of certain 
reins); (2) it would be necessary to bring in the meaning of another 
sentence— that the reins of the ass are not to he held (which is not signified 
‘^by the sentence in question) ; (3) we would have to set aside the 
“ employment of the mantra at the holding of the ass’ reins, though such 
employment is indicated by the form of the mantra itself. When how- 
ever, the direction is taken as indicating a certain transcendental result, 
(as we hold) it could be taken along with anything we please, being ex* 

“ actlj like a blind man. In the sentence ‘ ityagvdhhidhdmmddattB, if there 
“ were a certain definite relationship between the word ‘ iti ’ and the 
« word ^ a^wdhhidhdmmj then it could be taken as indicating the re- 
“ jection (of the holding of the ass’ rmns). As a matter of fact, however, 
“there is no such relationship ; because all case-nouns having the pur* 
“pose of accomplishing the work of the Terh, there can he no mutual 
“ relationship among themselves ; and for this very reason, the sentence 
“too would be connected with the Yerb only; and this is only one ; and the 
“ exigencies of the context and the particular transcendental result apper- 
“ tain equally to both holdings (those of the reins of the horse and the 
“ ass) ; and hence there can be no FarisanlchyU or exclusion, 

“ The Bhd>shya sums up the whole discussion thus : — Thus we conclude 
“ that the mantra^ ‘ YarhirdBvasadandSimit cannot he taken as pointing 
“ to the fact of the mantra being employed in the chop;ping of grass. And 
“ we find that the Principal Direction (laying down the procedure of 
“the sacrifice) itself distinctly points out all to he employed at the 

“ Principal sacrifice j and as such having no use apart from the perform- 
“ ance of this sacrifice, they could never have any connection with the 
subsidiary Actions. Nor would there be any chance of the mantras being 
“repeated in the wrong place; because the occasion of their use is 
“ fixed by the order of the context in which they occur ; and hence there 
“ could be no chance of people ignoring the conditions of the sacrifices, and 
“ repeating at once the whole of the Anuvdka or Adhydya (of the Veda 
“ dealing with the sacrifices). 

Sutra (32). (B) “Also, because of the fixed order of the 
sentences.” 

“ In the case of the mantra — ‘ Agnirmurdha^ &c.,’ — ^the sense that would 
“ be got from this form of the sentence would be exactly tbe same as that 
obtained, if the sentence were read as*— ‘ ^c.’ ; and as such, 

“ any restriction or fixity of tbe order of the words would he useless (if any 
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meaning were desired to be conveyed by tbe mantra). If, however, we take 
“ the mantras as being repeated only with a view to a certain transcendental 
result, following from a repetition of the words in a fixed order, — then 
“ there would be no ground for believing the same result to follow if the 
order of the words were changed ; and as such the restriction of the order, 
** in this case, would serve a distinctly useful purpose. If it be urged that 
“ there is a certain transcendental result that follows from the cognition of 
“ the meanings of each of the words in the particular order in which they 
** occur in the mantra ^ — then (we reply that) such a result would be accom- 
** plished by the mere repetition of the text of the mantra / because the 
“ particular order of the cognition of the meanings of the words depends 
upon such repetition only. 

“ In a case where the restriction is found to serve a visible pur- 
“ pose, — for instance, the restrictions of roots, affixes and compounds, that 
“ we meet with in connection with such words as * Indragm^ ‘ Nzlotpalam,* 
* Rajapurushahf^ ‘ Citraguh,* ‘ Nishhaugdmhih, * and the like — it is only 
proper that we should have one ; as, otherwise, the words would either be- 
“ come incorrect, or signify something totally diifferent, or become absolutely 
“ meaningless. The sequence of the words in the aforesaid compounds is 
“ in accordance with such rules as that — * in a compound the word 

“that begins with a vowel and ends with the letters of the at pratyahdra 
“should be placed first* (JPanini II — ii — 33), and the like; and hence the 
“ compound ‘ agmndrau * would be grammatically incorrect ; and the 
compomidi ^ Furusharojah^ would have a meaning difierent from that of 
“ * Rajapurnshah * ; while the word ‘ Kaugambinih * would be absolutely 
“meaningless. If we meet with the word '‘Agmndrau* in the Yeda, we 
“should explain the anomaly as being a peculiarity of the Veda, or formed 
“in consideration of the fact of Agni being taken as the more important 
“ deity of the two ; when, however, both of them are considered to be 
“ of equal importance, ' Indr agni * would be the only correct form, 

“It may be urged that — ‘in the case in question also, any change in 
“ the order of the words would make the sentence lose the character of a 
“ mantra* But this would be the case only if no meaning were desired to 
“ be conveyed by the mantra ; while (if the meaning were desired to be 
“ conveyed, then) inasmuch as a change in the order of the words would 
“not make any difference in the meaning of the mantra^ we do not know 
“on what ground it could be said to lose its true character. 

“ (1) And thus the present 8utra could be taken as pointing to the fact 
“of the character of the mantra being established with regard to a certain 
“ sentence, on the ground of the order of the words being fixed. (2) Or, it 
“ may be taken as laying down the fact of a mantra being used at a sacri- 
“ fice in accordance with the rules laid down in a particular context, as a 
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reason for holding that no meaning is desired to be conveyed by the 
mantra ; because if any significance were attached to the meaning of the 
mantra^ there would be no such differentiation, in the case of the same 
mantra^ as that, ‘this belongs to one sacrifice and that to another/ (3) 
“ Or, it may be taken to mean that, inasmuch as the denotative power of all 
sentences — whether occurring in mantras or in ordinary parlance — is 
“ the same, any such restriction as that a certain sentence is a mantra 
“cannot but have a certain transcendental result in view. (4) Or, the 
“ reason propounded in the Sutra may be taken as that, inasmuch as the 
“ Deity could be thought of by such means as contemplation and the like, 
“ the fact of there being a restriction that it should be done by means of 
“ the mantra only, shows that this restriction is in view of a certain ti^ans- 
“ cendental result ; because as far as the visible results are concerned, there 
“ appears to he no difference between the mantra and such other means as 
contemplation and the like. 

Sutra (33). (0) “ Because of the directions pertaining to the 
learned.” 

“We find that there is an Injunction* — ‘ One should move about, 
“ pronouncing agnld agnld * ; and in connection with this it is urged that, 
“ in accordance with the law arrived at in an Adhiharana of Adhyaya III, 
“ ( Tide, III — viii — 18) that an ignorant Priest is not in "keeping with the 
“ injunctions of the Feda, it becomes necessary for the Priest to know the 
meaning of such words as ‘ agnld * and the like, before he begins the 
“ sacrifice itself ; and as such the direction accompanying these words could 
“ not be taken as pointing out the meaning of these words because (as for 
‘‘ one who does not know the meaning, he is not entitled to the position of 
“ the Priest ; while as for the learned priest) the pointing out of the meaning 
“ would he a useless repetition ; and hence we conclude that the direction 
“ must have been put forth only with a view to a transcendental result. 

“ E^or can it be urged that the mcmtra serves the purpose of reminding 
“ the Priest (of the meaning of the words) ; because such remembrance is 
“ found to be accomplished by means of the expert character of the Prieet, 
‘‘ obtained from a thorough study of the Brdhmcpias, And as for the means 
“ of manifesting this expert character, we could accept either the completion 
“ of the previous action, or the duly studied Brahmana itself, to be this 
“ means ; and hence the mantras could serve no useful purpose in connec- 
“ tion with this manifestation. 

“Even the particular Sanshara (or Capability), that is held to be 
“ brought about by means of the mantras, could be none other than a certain 
“transcendental result; and hence this theory comes within the Pwvor 
^^paksha itself. 
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Then again, even when a meaning of the mantra is accepted, it ig 
not found capable of serving any visible purpose ; so in this case also, 
®‘it becomes necessary to assume, in the end, a transcendental result. 

Why then should not we assume such a one, in the very beginning, 
“ holding it to follow from the mere utterance of the mantra ” ? 

Sutra (34). (D) “Because they speak of things that do not 
exist” 

‘‘We find a certain mantra speaking of ‘ four horns ’ ; and certainly 
“ we do not perceive any such thing, in any way connected either with 
“the Primary or the Subsidiary Sacrifices. Even though it might be 
“ taken as figuratively describing certain things in connection with the 
“ sacrifice, yet as no such thing as the ‘ four horns ’ is found to be any 
“object of the performance (of the sacrifice), there can be no use of 
“ reminding one of such a thing. Specially as it is not quite clear when 
“ and where the mantra in question is to be employed. While on the 
“ other hand, it is quite clear, from the text of the mantra itself, and the 
“ order of its words, that it has got to be repeated ; and hence the 
“ theory of the TurvapaTcsha becomes duly established. 

“ The mantras — ‘ Ma ma Mnsih * ( ‘Do not kill, &c., &c.O, being laid down 
“ with reference to the altar, where the ofiering-material is kept, cannot 
“ be admitted to be uttered with any desire to convey a meaning ; because 
“such requests can never be proffered to an inanimate object (like the 
“ altar) ; as it is absolutely impossible for the altar to ‘ kill, ’ it is simply 
absurd to request it ‘ not to kilL^ ” 

Sutra (36). (E) “Because they are addressed to insensate 
things/' 

“ We meet with such mantras as — ‘ Osliadhe trUyasva ’ (Protect us, 
“ 0 plant !), * Ornota gravanaJi ’ {Listen^ 0 ye stones i)^ which are ad- 
“ dressed with the purpose of attracting attention to the action in 
“ hand ; but no such attraction of insensate things is possible ; nor can the 
direction prompt men either to the ^protection of the animal, or to 
“ the listening to the Morning Hymn ; and hence if any significance is 
“ attached to the meaning of these mantras^ they are found to be absolutely 
useless.” 

Sutra (36). (P) “ Because there are contradictions in the 
signification.” 

“ In the ease of the maw^ra— * AditirdyauraditiraniarihsJiam ^ — we find 
“ that the same object is spoken of both as ‘ Heaven ' and ‘ Sky ’ ; so also in 
“the mantra — ^ Uko rudro na dvUtyo' vata$tJief,,,,„asankhyatdh saliasf'dni yB 
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“ rudrah, &c., &a,’ we find tfie same Budra mentioned both as one and as 
‘‘ many ; and these are clear cases of self-contradiction, 

“ Then again, how conld Aditi, a Deity, he either the Heaven or the 
‘*Sky? Nor can these discrepancies be explained away as mere Praise; 

because it is only such Praises as are connected with certain Injunctions 
“that are accepted to have any use; and as for the Praise contained in 
“the mantra^ it cannot serve any useful purpose; and as such we can 
“ attach no importance to it.’* 

Sutra (37). (6) Because there is no teaching of the meaning, 
as there is of the text of the mantras.” 

“ It is a universally admitted fact that the Yeda is studied for the sake 
“of the performance of sacrifices; and as such only that part of it has 
“to be learnt by people, which is found to serve a useful purpose in 
“such performance. And as a matter of fact, we find that all revered 
“teachers learned in the Veda put forth their efforts towards the teaching, 
“to the students, of the mere Verbal Text of the mantras , and not to- 
“ wards that of its meaning, though it is always in close proximity to the 
“ text. And from this also we conclude that the mantras help in the 
“ performance of the saci’ifice, hy their mere recital. 

Sutra (SB). (H) Because their meaning is unintelligible ” 

“ In the case of certain mantras, we find that the meaning of some 
“ words cannot be made out ; while in others we find whole sentences 
“ unintelligible. Nor can the meaning of the mantras help the sacrifice hy 
“ its mere existence, if it happens to be lost sight of at the time of the 
“ performance of the sacrifice. Hence we conclude that it is by its mere 
“reciting, which can always be done, that the mantra can help the 
“performance.** 

Sutra (39). (I) ” Because they speak of transient things.** 

“ In accordance with the theory that the mantra is always used with 
“a view to the conveying of a certain meaning, — the mantra can only 
“ point to that meaning, which belongs to it ; and we find that some mantras 
“ are capable of signifying only- non-eternal (perishable) things ; for in- 
“ stance — ‘ What do your cows do in the Kzhata country * ? This mantra is 
“known to have been seen (propounded) by Vi^wamitra, as is distinctly 
“pointed out by a well-established tx^adition current among the students of 
“the Veda; at a certain time, he asked Indra for a gift of riches in 
“ order to enable him to perform a certain sacrifice ; and he is represented as 
“ asking Indra ; * Lord of the Three worlds, what are your cows doing in the 
“ Kzkata country * ? — the sense of the question being this — ‘ the people of 
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that country are atheists, and regarding all sacrifices to be useless, they do 
“ not perform any ; and as such they do not milk the cows for the prepara- 
“ tion of the Soma ; nor do they warm the atmosphere (by the sacrificial 
** smoke) ; and not warming the atmosphere they do not help in the bring- 
‘‘ ing of rain ; therefore please carry the wealth that at present belongs to 
“ Pramaganda, the king of the Kihata^ to my country, the Naiodgdhha ; 
‘*[The ‘bha* for ‘ha* in ^d^Jiara^ is a Yedic anomaly; or the word 
“ ‘ abJiara ’ may be taken as equivalent to ‘ Vihhrihi ’ fatten ii]p for us] ; and 
so, ‘ O Maghavan, fulfil this work of mine.^ [the long ‘ ya ’ in ‘ sandimyd * is 
a Yedic anomaly.] 

“If this meaning were desired to be conveyed hy the mantra in 
“ question, then this being distinctly found to be speaking of manytran- 
“ sient objects, the Yeda (containing this mantra) would come to have a 
“ beginning, as composed by a human author ; and this would wholly shake 
its authoritative character, 

“ Eov can the mantra be said to have another meaning ; as it is not 
“ found to express any other. 

“ For these reasons, we conclude that in the case of mantras, we 
“ should attach no significance to the presence or absence of their meaning, 
“and must accept them as helping the performance of sacrifices, by the 
“ mere recitation.” 

SIDDHINTA. 

Sutra (40). But there is no difference in the signification of 
sentences (in the Veda from those in ordinary parlance). 

The repetition of the mantra ending in tlie mere comprehension of its 
verbal text cannot, by this alone, be recognised as in any way forming 
part of the sacrifice ; specially as the mere letters of the mantra, like 
the materials used, not forming part of the Procedure of the sacrifice, can- 
not be held to be comprehended by means of the Context. 

Similarly, the cognition of the meanings of the component words also 
are wholly taken up by the indication* of the meaning of the sentence 
(composed by them) ; and as such, this too cannot be said to be compre- 
hended by means of the Context. 

The only element then, that is left unutilised is the meaning of the 
^sentence : and as such, it is this alone that can be regarded as pervading 
throughout the Context ; and being of the nature of an action, it supplies 
an integral factor in the declaration of the method of the action; and 
thereby it attains the character of the Procedure, inasmuch as it serves to 
remind us of that which has to be performed. 
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And in this case, there is no gronnd for assuming any transcendental 
result (as following from mere recitation). Because the only ground for 
such an assumption is the Apparent Inconsistency of something laid down 
inthe Yeda; and when this latter is duly justified on the ground of the 
mantra having a distinct meaning, there can he no ground for assuming 
any transcendental result to follow from it. Even when there might be 
ail occasion for such an assumption, the transcendental result could be 
taken as following from a comprehension of the meaning of the sentence 
constituting the mantra^ and not from the sentence itself, independently 
of its distinctly nseful meaning. 

With regard to the visible and transcendental results of anything 
that has to be employed, we must bring forward evidences ; and in the 
case in question we find that the fact of mantra having a visible use is 
borne out by the Indicative Pomer (Linga) the mantra itself; whereas 
the fact of its having only a transcendental result can, at best, be supported 
by the Oontexi dlone. 

Then again, as a matter of fact, no amount of Context can rightly lay 
down the employment of a certain thing accomplishing that which it is 
absolutely incapable of accomplishing; and hence the long and short of 
the whole thing is tliat we should employ the mantra in the fulfilment 
of that which is capable of accomplishing. And as for the fact of the 
mantra bringing about any transcendental results, we have no evidences 
of it, either in the Yeda, or in ordinary experience. Consequently, the 
Context also would point only to a visible result for the mantra^ thereby 
becoming quite reconciled with the Indicative Power of the mantra 
itself. 

Thus then, the usage of persons learned in the sacrifices becoming 
supported (by the mantra itself) there is no need of taking all the trouble 
of assuming any other grounds (for the usage). And hence it is only 
natural to conclude that it is the meaning of the mantra that is the chief 
factor (being of nse at the sacrifice). 

An objection is raised : ‘‘ It is not so : because the mere fact of a 
“ certain visible result having been accomplished, cannot justify the con- 
** elusion that that is the sole use of the mantra ; specially as, if the mantra 
“ does not bring about any result in itself desirable by man, the Injauc- 
“ tion of the study of the whole of the Yeda would become useless. Nor 
“ can it be held to be necessary to assume the usefulness of the meaning of 
the mantra, on account of the facts urged in Sutras 33, 34j, and 35 ; and 
‘‘ when we cannot avoid the assumption of a transcendental lesult, in the 
*‘end, we must assume it to follow immediately from there repetition; for 
there is no reason for postponing it ; specially as the necessity of repeat- 
“iiig the mantra is acknowledged by both of us; and it is this fact 
12 
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“that gives rise to the assumption of the transcendental result in ques- 

To this, we make the following reply: In the •performance of sacrifices^ 
the only nsefid purpose that ike mantra can serve lies in the indicating of some- 
thing auxiliary to the sacrifice. Though such auxiliaries are not capable 
of being used like the ordinary things of the world, yet the mere indication 
of the forms of these would help tlie performers of the sacrifice. Therefore 
we conclude that it is only those parts of the mantra — as the words of 
address, &c., in the Vocative— that do not serve the purpose of indicating such 
auxiliaries, that can be said to he uttered, without any desire on the part of 
the speaker, to convey a definite meaning ; and this mere fact cannot Justify 
us in rejecting the significance of the whole maw^ra; specially as there isnoth- 
ing in the world that is always of one and the same form and character. 

For these reasons, inasmuch as a theory must be in keeping with well- 
recognised facts, we must conclude that such mantras as— ‘ VarMrdevasadan- 
ddmV — are always used with a desire to convey a definite meaning. 

As for the sentence * tmcaturhhirddatte (Vide JBhdshya on 8utra 31 ) 
we offer the following explanation :> — 

Sutra (41). The repetition is for purposes of qualification. 

Though i\w mantras are already got at by means of their owm denota- 
tive power, yet the sentence in question, which lays down that ‘ the four 
mantras are to he repeated at the time of holding the reins be taken as 
laying down the number /otw\ And hence, in accordance with the reasonings 
brought forward in connection with the passage— ‘ he purcliases the Soma 
with an one year old cow, &c.,’ — the qualifications tend to limifc one another; 
and hence, if no collective potentiality be admitted, there could not be an 
Injunction of the holding of the reins with the mantras numbering four ; con- 
sequently it is clear that this Injunction is a direct result of the collective * 
potentiality of the qualifications. 

Or, it may he that long before we proceed to assume, with reference to 
each particular mantra, .a distinct Vedic direction, as indicated by the 
indicative power of the mantras themselves, — the direct declaration in 
the shape of the sentence (‘he holds it with the four mantras*) will 
have enjoined the mantras as qualified by the number /owr; and as such 
enjoining something not got at by other means, the sentence comes to he a 
pure Injunction. 

As for the pointing out of the mantras themselves, these could be 
pointed out by tbeir own indicative power, even without the direction ; 
and as such the sentence in question, could be of very little use in that con-, 
nection ; consequently we take the direction to have the sole purpose of 
pointing out the nuxnher four, which is not got at hy any othei* means. 
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Sutra {4S). There is an exclusion. 

So long as tlie purpose of the laying down of the mantra has nofc been 
duly realised, and the treatment o£ the subject-matter remains deficient in 
certain points, whatever assumptions we might make, for tiie accomplish- 
ment of these purposes, must be accepted as having the support of the 
¥eda; while when all deficiencies have been supplied, if we make the 
slightest assumption, it cannot but be absolutely without any authority. 
And we shall show later on that rndicative Power, Context, <fcc., have 
no authority of their own, unless they point to a direct Yedic text. 

It is with all this in view that the Bha$liya says — It is only when there 
is a sentence that the Indicative Power of Words can serve to point out the use of 
the mantra. That is to say, it is only when the Context enables to ascer- 
tain whether tlae mantra is to be employed in the offering of the sacrifice or 
in the holding of the reins, that the addition of the clause * the reins of the 
horse ’ can serve to restrict it. 

Says the Bh&shya : The construction of the Vedic direction is not that 
^ wlth the mantra one should hold^ hut that ^ he should hold the reins of the 
horse and this refers to the relationship of the verb, — no relationship 
with the noun being possible, — and not to mere relationship in general ; and 
thus we conclude that mantra is laid down as to he used, not in all 
holding^ but in the holding of the horse^s reins. 

Or, it may be tliat what the sentence does is to bring forward the 
subsequent relationship of the noun in the Accusative case; because this is all 
that is necessary for the particular result aimed at (that is to say, the 
relationship is that of the particular bToun, and is perceived after the 
Injunction of the holding loith the mantra of the reins of the horse). 

In any case the objections urged under Sutra I — ii — 31 do not apply to 
our theory, if we accept the explanation thus put forward. If tlie direction 
contained in the Yeda expressed exactly what is denoted by the mantra^ 
then alone could we be subject to reproach. 

It may be urged that — ‘ in that case this comes to be an Injunction 
of something not otherwise got at ; and as such it should not be spoken of 
as an Exclusion.' But inasmuch as we speak of it in accordance with wliat 
it actually comes to be, the objection cannot affect us. Because in all 
oases, except where we have the word ‘ Farisankhyd ' (Exclusion) itself, or 
the word ‘ JSm,’ tlie Yeda does not exactly mean that it is a real Farisan- 
khyd (Exclusion) or Niyama (Restriction). Hence in the case in question 
it is an Injunction that is spoken of as ‘ PamawMy a,’ on account of the 
peculiar character of what it finally leads to. 

Question ; What then would be the diffei*ence among Injunction, 
BestricHon and Exclusion ? 
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"Reply : An Injunction is of that wlucb lays down sometliing not got 
at by any other means ; we have a Restriction where the thing in question 
is already got at partially ; and we have an Exclusion where the thing is 
found to exist in two contrary positions. 

And thus we find that it is the Injunction itself, which, by certain 
qualifications, comes to adopt these three forms. 

For instance, (1) in a case where we find that the act in question has 
never been got at, nor is there any chance of getting at it by any other 
means but by the sentence in question, we cannot but admit it to be a pure 
order; and this is what is known as ‘Injunction ’ proper; ^ VrtMn 
proJcshatV 

(2 ) In a case where it is found that apart from the sentence in questiony 
the act is partially got at by other means, then the Injunction that mere- 
ly supplies the part that is wanting, serves as a restriction, and as such is 
known as ^Niyama' (Restriction); e.g., ^Vnhin avalianti,^ where we find 
that the threshing of the corn being pointed out by the mere fact of its 
serving the purpose of preparing the rice, the mere threshing cannot be 
held to be the sole object of the Injunction, which must be taken as sup- 
plying the element that is wanting (not being got at by any other means) ; 
because unless this additional something were pointed out by the Injunc- 
tion, the mere preparing of the rice being capable of being accomplished 
by other means also, these other means would also come to be tbe objects 
of Injunction, When however, the missing element is supplied by the 
Injunction, then the preparation of the rice comes to be only implied by 
the sentence secondarily, and not expressed by it directly. 

Nor can tbe Restrictive Injunction be taken merely as rejecting tbe 
other alternative (of preparing the rice by other means) I because in that 
case it would be only a Parisanhhya. And tbe restricting of tbe means 
of tbe preparing of rice to threshing only is more proximate (to tbe sentence) 
than the setting aside of another alternative. So long as there was an idea 
of the rice being capable of being prepared by both means, there was no such 
restriction as that it should be done by threshing only; and hence when 
this restriction has been accomplished by the Injunction, all other alter- 
native methods fall off by themselves. And further, the Injunction is 
not found to have heeh laid down after we had cognised all the methods 
of preparing rice; and as auch none of these could be set aside by the 
Injunction ; for it is only that which has been cognised to be applicable 
that can be set aside ; in fact, it was prior to any such recognition that the 
person was prompted to an action; and in the prompting, the potentiality 
of the thing in question to point to many methods having been restricted, 
oDlyoBe of these has been pointed out by the sentence in question; and 
ns for the setting aside of the other Methods, tMs is cogniL onl/as a 
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Eecessary consequence o£ the former I’estriction ; and hence the sentence is 
not named in accordance with this setting aside (ov Ezclmion) . 

(3) In a case where, prior to the direction contained in the sentence in 
question, both methods have been already cognised as applicable to the 
case in question, — and where there is a chance of both being employed, — 
we have a rejection of one of them in favour of another ; and this is a 
case of Farisanhhya (Exclusion) j e.g.^ the sentence already in consideration 
Agvahhidhdnim, ), and also in the case of the fifth alternative of the 
GrhamiedMya s&cTi^oe, 

But in the case in question, the sentence does not appear actually after 
both actions have been pointed out, because we^have not assumed any Yedic 
direction for the holding ot the reins of the ass ; hence all that we mean is 
that if we liad not the sentenGe* itgagvctbMdhamm^^c.y then^ the mantra could 
be employed in the holding of the reins of the ass also. Specially as in the 
case of all direct assertions of the Yeda, we do not take them as serving 
the sole purpose of barring the way of all assumed sentences ; (that is to 
say, if it were so, then the sole use of the sentence in question would be 
in this barring, and it could not be taken as setting aside the application 
of the wan^ra to the holding of the reins of the ass) ; because what would 
be the use of having a sentence for a purpose (the barring of the way of 
assumed sentences) that could be served by other means? Hence for the 
sake of the Yedic sentence in question, we assume its purpose to lie in the 
setting aside of the application of the maw^ra to the holding of the 
ass^ reins. 

Thus then, taking for granted, for the sake of argument, the opposite 
contention, we offer the following explanation : If we had not the sentence 
in question, what would be the nature of the action performed? The 
mantra would come to be employed in the holding of the reins of the horse, 
and also in that of the reins of the ass. When however the use of the 
mantra is distinctly restricted by the sentence in question, all that we 
want to know being duly pointed out, no room is left for the assuming of 
Yedic texts laying down the common application of the mantra (to the 
reins of the horse as well as of the ass) ; and hence it comes to be definitely 
ascertained that the mantra is to be employed in tbe holding of the reins 
of the horse only; and thus there being no repetition, the sentence in 
question is found to serve a distinctly useful purpose. 

Sutra (43). Or, it may be an Arthavada. 

In the case of the sentence — With the mantra ‘ 0, magnificent one, 
become greatly magiufied,’ he enlarges the cake,” — ^followed, at a certain 
disfcaiice, by the sentence, ‘by this the master of the sacrifice himself 
becomes magnified/ — though the latter^ being in a different place, cannot be 
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taken as eulogising the former injunction of tlie yet iiiasmiicli 

as it is tlie magnifying or enlarging of tlie cake tliat forms the object 
of the Injunction, the whole sentence could be useful, only if it helped 
in persuading the agent to such enlarging; and it is in support of such 
persuasion that we have the latter sentence. 

Ohjection : “As the cake itself could not be prepared without an 
enlargement (of the lump of flour), any Injunction of such enlargement 
would be absolutely useless.’^ ^ 

Bephj : This is not necessarily the case ; for if the dough happens 
to he rather loose, ifc would be advisable to enlarge it by the addition 
of more flour ; and hence what the Injunction does is to lay down that the 
flour should be kneaded in such a way as to leave it capable of being 
increased (by the addition of more flour). And thus too, it becomes clear 
that the enlarging is to he done by the Ad/imrt/tt priest; because the 
mantra in question, when repeated, comes to be known as ^ jidJwaryava 
7?zawira,’ and thereby restricts itself to a particular agent. As for that 
which is implied by the mantra itself, inasmuch as that could not form the 
basis of any name (of the manha)y it could not by itself definitely point 
to any particular agent. Hence even though the meaning of the maw^m 
could be wholly got at from itself, yet we must comprehend its meaning 
by means of one subsequent sentence. 

Thus then we find that the praising of the enlargement serves a 
distinctly useful purpose. 

OljecHo7i : “ In that case the praise of the enlargement feeing accom- 
plished by means of the sentence— * verily it magnifies the master of the 
sacrifice himself/ — the mention of the mantra would be absolutely useless.^* 
Reply : Not so ; because the valedictory sentence has been added with 
the sole view of praising the alone ; and the whole thing comes to 

this: The enlargement should be done; the mantra serves as a means of 
this enlargement; and to the wian^ra are also added the words ^ uru ie 
yajnapatih prathatam* (May your master of the sacrifice also become magni- 
fied!). And in that case, the sentence, ^Verily the master of the sacrifice 
himself becomes magnified,’ comes to point out a sacrificial accessory (in 
the shape of a few words to be added to tlie mantra). 

The Blmslbija puts the question : * Is this then the sole purpose of the 
sentence I (* Yajnapatimam^ ? — and answers it in the negative ; because, 

as a matter of fact it serves the purpose of praising, in accordance with the 
rule laid down in the Sutra TV — iii — 1. And though in the case in question, 
on account of the ma^^ra being laid down as an Instrument (in the enlarging 
of the cake) we assume the fact of the master of the sacrifice being magni- 
fied to be the result following from the said enlargement, yet that which is 
described in the Brahmana cannot but be regarded as a Praise. Specially as 
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tlie mantra also, having its use pointed out by tlie indicative power of its 
own words, cannot, by itself, point to a Besult. Anything, of which the 
use is pointed out by the Instrumental case-enditig, cannot but be taken as 
bringing about a particular result, as otherwise any employment of it 
would be wholly inexplicable (apparently inconsistent ). Whereas a text 
whose existence is inferred from the indicative power of certain words in 
the stands in need of the mention of an Action, and as such comes 

to be recognised as to be nsed merely in the pointing out of the Action, 
Consequently, even a mantra that is so inferred should be taken as a Praise, 
consisting of the description of the principal result (following from the 
action in question). 

The Bhdshya raises the question: ^ How is it that the sentence in ques- 
tion uses the word prathayati^ w^hen there is no v%h\ prathana (increase) ’ ? 

To this question an objection is raised : “ To which y>ra#7^^^wa does this 
“ question refer ? — (1) to the prathana of the cake that forms the object 
“of the Injunction, or (2) to the of the master of the sacrifice, 

“mentioned in the ArbhavUdaf In both cases, the question is not 

“quite proper; because, (1) as for the prathana of the cake, inasmuch 
“as it is directly enjoined, there can be no question with regard to it; 
“ and secondly, the question could not be tnken as referring to tlie 
prathana of the cake; because the reply that the Bhashya gives to 
“ the question is that — ‘ the existeiuie of the prathana is pointed out by 
“ the mantra itself ^ ; while as a matter of fact, we find that the prathana 
“of the cake is not so pointed out, — it being an entity in itself; and as 
“such the reply would be altogether irrelevant. (2) If again the question 
“ be taken as referring to the prathana in the Arthavada — the question being 
“ just like the question with regard to the Arthavada (‘ He wept ’) — ‘ How 
“ when there is no actual tveeping, &c., <fcc.* ? — in that case too, the reply that 
“ is given would be totally incoherent ; because the mantra being employed 
“ by the Adhvaryu priest in the prathana of the cake, the prathana is dis- 
“ tinctly found to be connected with the cake, and not with the master of 
“ the sacrifice. Therefore the passage containing the question cannot be 
“accepted as a part of the Bhdshya and must be regarded as an inter- 
“ polation/* 

But as a matter of fact whichsoever of the two alf ernatives be accepted, 
there is no incoherenee in the question. (1) Granted that the 
questioned about is that of the cake ; we find that the procedure adop- 
ted by some sacrificers is that they employ the Qiiantra in describing the 
cake, after it has been enlarged ; and it is one of these sacrificers tliat puts the 
question from his own standpoint— ‘ how is it that one enlarges the cake with 
the mantra^ before the enlargement has been accomplished’? And the 
answer that is given half admits’ the contention,— it being, that ‘on 
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account of its being pointed out by the mantra*: that is to saj, inasmucb 
as the enlargement, being an already accomplished fact, could not be per- 
formed with the mantra^ all that the mantra does is to describe it as an 
accomplished fact. 

Or, it .may be that in the case of all objects, the operations of the 
Prompter are always preceded by those of the Prompted ; and the same must 
be the case with words also. So in the case in question, the enlargement has 
been said to be enjoined, for the sake of the accomplishment of the object 
of the Praise. 

“ On this, the following question is raised : “ No such Injunction is 
“ possible ; because there can be no object of Injunction in this case. If 
‘‘ we had any cognition of the action of tlie Prompter, then alone could 
‘^it refer to an Injunction; but as a matter of fact no action of the 
“ Prompted being mentioned, no action of the Prompter can be cognised ; 
‘‘and hence, as unless tbe expression ^should sacrifice' has been pronounc- 
“ ed, we do not make use of the words, ‘ he sacrifices,' so in t!ie case in 
^‘question, so long as the (prompting) words ‘should enlarge’ have not 
** been uttered, we cannot say ‘ he enlarges ’ ; nor have we any Injunction — 
“either in the form that ‘the cake should be enlarged,’ or that ‘the 
'‘^mantra should be employed in its enlargement’; and in the absence of 
“such an Injunctioti, the declaration ‘enlarges’ must be regarded as an 
“absurdity,” 

It is this declaration that is justified in the reply given in the 
BhSishya : ‘ on account of its being pointed out by the mantra^ ' That is to 
say, the Injunction is contained in the Brahmana words ‘ he enlarges," 
which contain the opening words of tl)e mantra, that express the action 
of the prompted (man). 

Says the Bhashya — ‘ He who utters the words he enlarged enlarges the 
cake’; and this simply shows that all that the Adhvaryn priest does is to 
fulfil the making of the cake. 

Though another reply that was possible wms that the word can very 
easily accomplish the functions of the Prompter, even without making 
any mention of the action of tlie Prompted, whose activity is taken for 
gi‘anted, — yet the Bhashya has spoken of the fact of the priority of the 
mention of this latter, because of the richness of the materials for replying 
that it had at its command. 

(‘2), Or, the question may be taken as referring to tbe enlargement of 
the master of the sacrifice, — tbe sense of the question being that ‘ all Praise 
having some sorb of a basis, either in fact, or in mei*e words, what sort of a 
basis has the Praise in question got ’ ? And the reply given is that the 
Praise is based upon what is described in the mantra. 

The assertion that ‘ the Adhvanjtc priest addresses the mantra to the 
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cake ’ does nofc refer to tlie actual enlargeiuent of the cake ; but what it 
lueaus is simply that the priest addresses the cake—* May the master of 
your saerihce become magnificeut/ The particle after ^prathasva^ 
too is used iu the sense of etcetera^ and not as pointing to the mere word 
" prathasva,^ The sentence-—* He who says become magnificent^* &c., means 
that ‘ He who says wa?/ your sacrificer be enlarged ’; the meaning of the 
sentence thus comes to be that — ‘ one who says may the sacrificer become 
magnificent thereby actully makes him magnificent this meaning being 
got at by means of indirect (or figurative) indication* 

Or, the word ^prathayati * maj he explained in its direct original 
sense of * speaks of the enlargement and thus it is upon this mention of 
enlargement that the Praise may be said to be based. 

Butra (44). The Assumption is not incompatible. 

It bas been ui’ged (under Bntra 32) that the utterance of the mantra 
can have only a transcendental result. And for one who holds this view, it 
would be necessary to assume an altogether different transcendental result, 
that would follow from the particular order of the words in the mantra ; 
and inasmuch as we could also assume such a result to follow from the 
particular signification of the mantra, there can be no incongruity in this 
assumption. 

The same reasoning applies to the argument based (in the same Sictra) 
upon the fact of only certain sentences being recognised as mantra { as 
apart from other sentences having the same meaning). That is to say, 
even though there are other means of expressing the same meaning, it is 
only the particular form of a sentence that is recognised as a mantra. 
Yet the leaving off of the other means, (and the employment of the par- 
ticular could he assumed to bring about a definite transcendental 

result. And hence it is established that the mantras are meant to convey 
a certain meaning. 

Sutra (45). In reference to the directions (relating to the 
mantras), there can be no objection based upon the reproach 
attaching to the action (of signification) ; because it serves the 
purpose of purification. 

It has been urged under Sutra 33 that, in the case of the sentence— 

‘ Agnld agmd viharet * — there can be no significance of the mantra, hecause 
in that case it would express only what is expressed in the direction, which 
would be absurd; and that for this reason, the action of signification 
(with regard to the mantra) cannot he admisible. 

But this objection is not applicable ; because the direction iu question 
serves the purposes of purification. That is to say, though the .significa- 
13 ..... ' 



98 


TAUJTRA-YARTIKA. ADH. I— RADA 11— ADHL lY. 


tion of tbe mantra is duly compreliended at tHe time that it is studied, 
yet, inasmucli as the idea obtained at that time is not capable of continuing 
in the man’s mind, till the time when he is going to perform a certain 
saorihce, it becomes necessary for him to recall what has been learnt before ; 
and what the direction does is to point out that the mantra alone is to be 
employed as the means for recalling that idea. 

Or, we may explain the clause ^ sansMryatvdt ’ in the following manner : 
If the comprehension of the mantra had remained permanent, there would 
be no room for any directions ; in the case in question however, it is only 
a slight impression of the former comprehension that remains in the mind ; 
and as such there is an occasion for a full manifestation of this impression, 
by means of the idea produced by the said direction ; and hence the 
cannot be regarded as meaningless. 

Sutra (46). The significant mantra is an Arthavada. 

The sentence ‘ four horns, serves, through a Metaphor, to eulogise 
the sacrifice ; and as such serves the purpose of encouraging the sacrificer 
at the time of the performance. 

The mantra is employed in regard to the Butter, of the Hofr priest, 
in connection with the Yishuvat Soma; and inasmuch as (1) this JBToma 
is related to Agni, and (2) the Day has the Sun for its Deity — it is Agni 
that is praised in the shape of the Sun. 

Thus then the “four horns” refer to the four parts of the Day; the 
“ three feet ” to the three seasons, Winter, Summer, and the Raii^ ; “ two 
heads ”=the two half-yearly periods ; “ seven hands ” is meant as a praise 
for the seven horses of the Sun ; “thrice bound ” refers to the three offering- 
times (morning, midday, and evening) ; “ Bull (vrshabha) ” serves to 
eulogise the Sun as the cause of rain (vrshii) ; “ cries refers to 

thunder ; and the Sun, being known to all the world is spoken of as “ the 
Great God, who entered into all living beings”; and the meaning of this is 
that in serving the purpose of encouraging men He entered into their 
hearts. 

In this way then, the mantra is found to serve the purpose of recall- 
ing certain means of accomplishing a certain Bharma, 

Sutra (47). On account of the expression being figurative, 
there would be no contradiction. 

It has been urged under Sutra 36, that in such mantras as ‘ Aditi is 
Heaven,’ we find a certain contradiction of facts. But the fact is that the 
sentence does not actually mean that Aditi is Heaven itself ; all that is 
meant by it is the mention of Aditi ; and the attribution of several proper- 
ties to this Aditi is with a view to the praise of that deity ; and the rela- 
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tIottsMp of tlie t#o may be explained tbrongli figurative interpretation; 
Just as in tbe case of tbe AdMhamna on ^Audumbara' (Adb. I, Pada iii). 

Sutra (48). The fact of (the learning of the meaning of 
mantras) not heing mentioned in the sentence laying down the 
study of the Veda is due to the fact of (such knowledge) not having 
any connection (with the actual performance of sacrifices). 

Though the idea combated in this Suh^a has not been brought forward 
in the Furvapahha, yet, inasmuch as it is quite possible that it may be 
brought forward, the Sutra offers an explanation of it. If, at the time of tbe 
study of the Veda, the mention of the meaning were of any use, then it 
would certainly have been mentioned in the Injunction ; but as a matter of 
fact, such is not thd case ; as it bears no connection with the actual perform- 
ance of sacrifices. And as for the getting up of tbo meanings (in the 
same way as the text is got up), this is not enjoined, because, the ascertain- 
ing of the meaning of a wantra, being like the ordinary acts of wash- 
ing, &c., is a much easier affair than the getting up of the mantra itself. 

Sutra (49). Moreover, there is an ignorance of really existing 
(meanings). 

It has been urged under Sutra 38, that the meaning of some mantras 
cannot be made out. But this is scarcely true ; because as a matter of fact, 
there is always a certain meaning present ; and it is only when there is a 
certain discrepancy in the understanding of the man that he fails to com- 
prehend it. 

Tbe means of getting at the meanings of mantras are the following : 
(1) The use of the mantra, (2) the Context, (3) the particular hymn in which 
it occurs ; (4) the Deity to whom it refers, (5) the J^sM who propounded it, 
(6) such explanatory works m Nigamai Niruhta, Vydharana, and the like. 
And the only reason why all these are kept np is that they help us in get^ 
ting at the true meanings of mantras* 

And Just as in the case of Grammar, as it always refers to well known 
words, such agencies as those of ‘ delesion,* * modification, ’ &c., are 
brought in only as means to an end (the explanation of already existing 
forms of words) ; and yet ignorant people think that Grammar creates 
new words by these means ; — so in the same manner, in the case in question, 
in the matter of the comprehension of the meaning of eternal sentences 
(composing the mantras), the mention of the names of the Bsliis who 
propounded them, — though appearing to deprive tbe mantra of its eternal 
character — only serves as tbe means of getting at tbeir real meanings. 

Then again, (1) we find that, while explaining a certain sentence, people 
often adopt the plan of speaking of the words as intelligent beings, and then 
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attributing to them certain functions of signification,— as wlien^ say ^ this 

word says this while that word, says something else’ and so forth; (2) and also 
when explaining a discussion, the two opponents are only assumed for the 
sake of a clear exposition of the two sides of the question ; exactly of 
the same kind is the assumption that a certain mantra was propounded 
by such and such a 

Or, it may be tliat the mantras were actually uttered hj ihmo RsMs ; 
hut that does not mean either that they were conifosed hj them, or that 
they were not known to other people and were brought out by them; 
hut the fact is that, just as even now-a-days when a man wishes to say 
something, in order to strengthen his assertion, he quotes some old saying 
or verse instead of expressing tlie same idea in his own words,— so in the 
same manner, in the case in question, Bhrgu and other J^sMs learned in 
the Yedas and having their minds fully saturated with Vedic sayings, 
quoted certain signifi.cant mantras, with a view to express their own 
thoughts, in their ordinary parlance, instead of framing their own sentences ; 
and it is owing to this that at present we come to take the mantras 
as inseparable from such meanings (as were expressed secondhand by 
these mantras) ; and it is thus that they come to be connected with non- 
eternal facts, &c. ; and the recalling of the name of the J^shi is only with 
a view to show that the idea expressed is supported hy authority. 

In connection with this, people relate a story to the effect that a certain 
EsM, Bhutan 9 a hy name, in order to conquer old age and death, addressed 
the Hynns ^ Sf nyBva, to ihe A^wins ; and as towards the close of the 
Hymn, we find the words -Bhutdngo CwinoTi Kamamaprd,^ this shows 
that the Hymn was addressed by the Bhutan^a to the A 9 wms. And 
as for the words themselves, “ those that are driven by the Srm 

Or the goad, — viz. : elephants ; the broad ‘ a ’ (in Srinya) is a Yedic form 
of the dual ; ‘yarJAar? ’ = having all the right parts of the body engaged in 
striking ; ‘ turpliarl ’ = killing ; ‘ naitdshan ’ = fighting ; or ‘ turphari nalta- 

’= striking and killing like fiighting soldiers; ^ parpTiarilm^ 
liant ones ; ^udanyatih^ cataka birds born during tbe rains ; ^jemanau^ 
=having plenty of water {jemana, wbich has the possessive force) ; and the 
sense is that, just as these birds are intoxicated on obtaining water, so in 
the same manner, these are madBrd ’=intoxicated ; and may these two 
make one *‘jardyu mardyu ; ’ i.e., free from old age and death. Thus the' 
purport of the whole sentence comes to be this : ‘ The A9wins— who strike 
at their enemies and kill them, as if they were two elephants urged by the 
goad,— and though thus striking, they shine with beneficence ; and being 
intoxicated with wine, just as tbe cdtaka birds are with water, — may these 
Agwins free me from old age and death ! ’ 

The Hymn beginning with ‘ Amyak satali ’ pi’oeeeded from the l^sM 
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Agastya 5 and lie addressed it to Indra, witli a Tiew to obtain tlie wealth 
of immortality ; hence it is that in the following verse, we find the asser- 
tion — ‘ May yon, Indra, give ns that wealth/ And it is in the light of this 
sentence that the verse in qnestion shonld he taken. The verse, then, is 
fonnd in the Hymn addressed to the Maruts, recited on the second day of 
the Ghandomat y and the word ‘ amyah * = companion, being formed from the 
indeclinable ^ ama^^ (the same that is fonnd in the word ^ amUty a ^) ; hence 
^amyahsa^=ama (saTia) ancati, that which lives together; ^ Rslti^ 
s=:a weapon thrown hy the hand ; ‘ asmB *=for ns ; * sanBmi ’ = ancient ; 

* ahhram ’= water, the Marnts ; ^junanti ’ = sprinkle ; ‘ agnigcit ’ brings for- 
ward a simile ; ‘ atase ’ = dry grass ; ‘ guguhmn ' ^hnvnt ; and ‘ just as the 
water gets at the island, so do yon get at the foodstuffs/ When taking the 
sentence as a whole, the first word is to he taken with the third, and the 
second with the fourth ; and the pronoun ‘ m ’ implies a corresponding ‘ yat," 
in the third foot of the vei’se ; the meaning being that ‘ that which appears 
like Fire among dry grass, such a weapon of yours, your constant companion, 
extremely dear to you, has become ours, through your kindness ; and those 
that sprinkle water in the form of rain, and hold all foodstuffs, as the water 
holds the island, these, being your dear friends, have become ours ; and thus 
having become like us please impart to us your immortality/ 

The Hymn ‘ Mcaya, &c., is also addressed to Indra, the meaning being-— 
hy a single effort, i.e,, all at once, Indra drank, the ‘ ’=the vessels 

filled with Soma ; ‘ KanuhB ’ = desirous, the word being a Y edic modification 
of the word ‘ Kctmuha,’ while the broad ‘ a’ indicates the particular case- 
termination ; or the, word ^Kamiha^ may be taken as synonymous with 
‘ KfintaJcani,'^ &c., that have been mentioned in the Nirulcfa as synonymous 
with it. 

Thus then in the case of all mantras, it being found to be quite possible 
for learned people to get at their meanings even though they may not be 
generally known, yet there is nothing incongruous in the acceptance of 
these meanings in the Yeda. And as such the fact of mantras having 
certain definite meanings cannot be denied. 

Sutra (50). The presence of the mention of transient things 
has already been explained. 

That is, under the Sutra I — i — 31. The Master of the Sacrifices is 
always the petitioner, and Indra the person appealed to ; and as for the 
word ‘ Klhata,' though it is the name of a country, yet this country is not 
transient; or the word may he taken as synonymous with ‘ ErpariUV (Misers') 
that exist j|,mong all people. ** Pramaganda ” is the name of the usurer; be- 
cause such a one gives away in the hopes of getting hack more in return 
(which is signified by the parts of the word ‘ pramaganda ’)» Ntcagah- 
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hall = impotent man ; and the weal fch that belongs to him is “ 
gahha^* ; and ‘as this wealth is of use in sacrifices, while they themselves 
do not perform any, therefore please make over all that Wealth to me/ The 
rest is clear enough. 

Sutra (51). The teaching through expressiYe power shows 
that the mantra has the same meaning. 

In the sentence ‘ AgnSyydgnimnpatishthate, * the fact of the word 

* AgnByt * pointing out Agni to he its Deity, through the indicative 

power of the word, distinctly shows that the mantra itmli is capable of 
pointing to Agni. That is to say, the nominal affix in ‘ * is one 

that is possible only when the compound means ‘that whereof the Deity 
is Agni ; * and again it is a well recognised fact that that object (or Deity) 
which is directly pointed out by the maiitra, is its own Deity ; and the 
fact of the mantra belonging to any particular Deity cannot be established 
by the mere mention of the name of that Deity, in the mantra ; for 
instance in a mantra that is well known to belong to a single Deity, even 
though the names of many Deities may be present, yet that does not make 
the mantra pertain to these deities. And we cannot ascertain which Deity 
is directly expressed by the mantra^ unless this latter be admitted to have 
a certain signification; and hence also the cannot be absolutely 

meaningless. 

Sutra (52). So also is the Vha. 

As for an instance of uha, in the case of the sentence ‘ the Mother 
grows not,’— -as the growing of the age md fatness^ &c., of the body of the 
mother is an apparent fact, it cannot be rightly denied; and hence, in 
accordance with the rule laid down under Siitra III — i — 18, it is concluded 
that the denial of growth refers to the Word. But in case of the word, 
there can be no such growth as fattening^ &c. ; consequently the word 

* growth ’ is taken in the general sense of ‘ more material ; ’ and accordingly 
the denial is concluded to be that of the Dual and Plural numbers of the 
word. Aud such a denial is possible only when the sentence in question 
has a meaning, which points to the possibility of the mother, &c., of all 
animals being taken np, as also to the cognition of the presence of the 
‘growth’ of other words. 

Though in the case of the Mother, Father, &e., these words being 
relative terms, and thereby pointing to their relatives, the difference 
among them would be established by the difference among their respective 
relatives themselves, and as such there can be no nha in this case ; — 
yet, inasmuch as it is a well recognised fact that there can be no itha in a 
case which is amenable to a definite law, while there is an ilha in cases not 
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ameoaMe to any law, it is clear that in the case in question, a certain 
meaning must have been desired to be conveyed by the sentence. For 
otherwise, all the particular transcendental results would follow from the 
same word without its being in any way modified. 

So also the sentence—* tvam M agne prathamo manoia, <&c.,’ shows that 
though the animal may be dedicated to another Deity, the ManotS> hymn 
to be employed must be that which is sacred to Agni ; and this meaning of 
the sentence would be possible only when the hymns sacred to other Deities 
— Vayu for instance — could be pointed out by tlha. 

So also in the sentences * mrdncim meshdnam, &c.,* the mention of the 
varions animals— which are really pointed out by Vlia only — could not bnt 
bav© been with a desire to convey a definite meaning. Otherwise, there 
would be two distinct transcendental results — one following from the rejec- 
tion of the original word, and another from the assumption of another. 

Sutra (53)* So also are the Injunctive words. 

In the Brahmanas we find certain Injunctions, which very often make 
mention of the parts of certain mantras by means of synonymous words ; 
and this also shows that the mantras express a definite meaning. For if they 
had no meanings, such Injunctions would be absolutely meaningless. 

For these reasons it must be admitted that the are always used 

with a desire to convey a definite meaning. 

Thus ends the Second Pada of Adhyaya I. 


PIDA III. 

Treatino op the Smjktis. 


“ Q_, 

ADHIKARANA (1). 

Authority of the Smrtis. 

Sutra (1). “ Dhama being leased upon the Veda, all that is 
not Veda is to be disregarded."' 

We have already established the usefulness, with regard to Bharma, 
of the Veda, consisting of Vidhis (direct Injunctions) Arthavadas {vsle* 
diets passages), and mantras. We now proceed to consider the case of 
the Smrtis, of whose meaning and limits we are fully cognisant, as com- 
posed by such human authors as Manu and the rest, — ^and also the case of 
established Usages, not so compiled. And as there can be no discussion with- 
out a concrete example, we take up the Sm/rtis relating to the “ AsMahd, 
which is mentioned in the works of Manu and others ; and upon this we pro- 
ceed with the consideration of their authoritativeness or otherwise (with re- 
gard to PAarwa). 

The propriety of introducing this disonssion here is explained in various 
ways : (1) We can form no idea of the authority of the Yeda, until we have fully 
understood it in all its bearings ; and as it is only by the help of the Smrtis and 
established Usage that it can be so understood, it is only right that the nature of these 
should be investigated. (2) Pinding dmrfis and Dsafire to serve as authorities for 
Uharma, we might take exception to the conclusion arrived at, under Sutra 2, Pada I, 
that the Veda is the sole authority for Dharma} and in order to guard against this, 
it ia to he shown that these axe also based upon the Veda from which alone they derive 
their authority. (3) The subject-matter of this Philosophy has been declared to he 
the “ Investigation of the nature of Dharma ; ” and after the authority for Dharma^ 
in the shape of the Veda has been fully dealt with, it is only right that the nature of 
its other authorities should be considered. 

The consideration of the jSfwftis precedes that of the Namadheya** (which is a 
portion of the Veda) because the latter do not in any way affect the former, though 
the former do at times help in the full comprehension of the latter. 
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The reasons for doubt as to the authoritativeness or otherwise of these are 
thus explained; Inasmuch as these Smrtis are dependent (upon human 
authors), we conclude that their authority is not self-sufficient; and as for 
the absolute falsity (or untrustworthiness), this is set aside by the firmness 
(of popular acceptance and trust in them). To explain — The Smrtis of 
Manu and others are dependent upon their memory ; and memory depends 
for its authority upon the truthfulness of its source; consequently the au- 
thority of not a single Smrti can be held to be self-sufficient, like that of 
the Veda. And inasmuch as we find them accepted, as authoritative, by an 
unbroken line of respectable people learned in the Vedas, we cannot con- 
clude them to be absolutely false either. And hence, it is only natural, 
that there should be a doubt on the point. 

On this question then, we have the following: — 

PtjRVAPAKSHA. 

“ The authority of the Smrlis cannot be accepted ; because it is only 
“ the cognition of some previous cognition that is called Smrti or Remem- 
brance ; and hence we can never consider it true, in the absence of such 
“ previous cognition. 

“To explain further; As a matter of ordinary experience, we find 
“ that all remembrances appear with reference to objects that have been 
“ previously cognised by Sense-perception, or some other means of cogni- 
“ tion, and being always similar to this previous cognition, strengthen 
“ the idea of the object cognised. Now, we have already proved (in the 
“ TarJcapada) that Sense-perception and the other means of right notion 
“ do not apply to the notion of the capability of such actions as the 
Aslitakd and the like, to bring about superphysical results, like 
“ Heaven, &c. 

“ As for Verbal Authority too, though we find such authority (in 
“ the Veda) for the Agnihotra, &c., we cannot find any texts in Support of 
“ the Ashtahd; and as for the assumption of a Verbal Authority, inasmuch 
“ as the object is not cognised by Sense-perception, such an assump- 
“tion would be a remote (and a far more complicated) operation than 
“ the assumption of a Bharma, without any such authority. To explain 
“ further : Sense-perception is the only means of knowing such texts; and 
“ if even when not so known, such an authority be assumed, — it would be 
“ far more reasonable to assume a Bharma^ without any authority at all. 

“ Nor can Inference help us in the assumption of a Direct Vedic In- 
“ junction for the ; because Remembrance is not invariably con- 

“ comitant with such Direct Injunction ; nor do we know of anything else 
“ that (being so concomitant) could lead to the Inference thereof. Just ’ 
“ as there is no inferential mark to prove the existence of (as has 
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“ been , explained in tbe TafT^apada^ on Inf erence)^ so, for tbe same rea- 
‘‘ S0119,; we cannot have ap Inference leading ns to any Yedio_ texts with re- 
“ gard to the ‘ . 

. Nor can we get at such Yedie texts by means of Yerbal Authority — 
“ either eternal or produced ; because we can have no confidence in any 
“ newly produced Yerbal Assertion ; and as for an eternal assertion, no 
‘-such is possible (with regard to the Smrti, which is itself not eternal). 
“ Though such texts, being amenable to Auditory perception, may be 
“capable of having their existence supported by human assertions, yet^ 
“ inasmuch as human assertions .are found to abound in deception, we can- 
“ not have any confidence in them ; and as such cannot admit of the texts, 
“ on the sole authority of these. Even at the present day, we find many. 
“ people declaring certain facts to be supported by the Scriptures, though 
“ as a matter of fact, there is no such support. 

“ Consequently people who have often been put into trouble by deceit- 
“ ful people naturally have grave doubts as to whether Manu actually 
“.found a Yedio text laying down the AsMakd^ &c., and hence declared his 
^^Sunrti to be based upon the Yeda, or that without having found any such 
“ text, he only made the declaration, in order to inspire confidence in his 
“assertions. And the mere fact of there being such a suspicion sets 
“aside the. authoritative character of the Smrtis. 

“ And as for the Yeda itself, this being eternal, can never set about 
“pointing out a basis for the Smrtis, that have a beginning in time, 
“ The mantra, &o., themselves can never serve as such bases ,* because. the>se 
“are devoid of any direct Injunction; nor can they point to any other 
“ reasonable basis, because they have other functions to perform. 

“ Nor . do we find a total accord amongst the many compilers of the 
“ Smrtis, themselves ; and hence on the mere strength of human assertions, 
“ we cannot accept the Smrtis to be based upon previously cognised Yedic 
“ texts. 

, “ Nor do we know what sort of Yedic text these authors really came 

“ across ; we find that by the Arthavada and other such supplementary texts, 
“ many people have been led astray. the author of the Kalpasutras, Vide 
“ Adh. III). That is to say, if we were absolutely certain that Mann had 
“ actually found Yedic texts in the proper form of Direct Injunctions, then 
“the said assumption would hs^ve been possible ; but as a matter of fact, 
“ even at the present day we find many people being led astray, by the 
“ Arthavada passages, which have entirely dilfei’ent significations (but are 
“ mistaken as being Direct Injunctions). 

“ And hence we have pur suspicions with regard to Manu and others 
“ also, ‘ ^ • 

“ And as for the fact of the authority of these being based upon texts 
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contained in sucli portions of tlie Veda as Bave been lost to ns, suck on 
assumption woiild be like a case meant to be supported by tbe evidence 
“ of a person that is dead ; and if suck an assumption were accepted, people 
‘‘ would be assuming suck an autkority for anytkiug that tkey liked. 

‘‘ For these reasons we conclude tkat Vedic support for tke Ashtaka is 
“ not cognisable by Verbal Autkority. 

“ As for Analogy, it can kave no application in tke case of an object 
“ tkatkas never been perceived, and an object similar to wkick kas never 
“ been recognised ; and as such, it cannot be tke means of cognising a Vedic 
“ support for the AsMa/ca. 

“ Though Apparent Inconsistency might be held to give an idea of suck 
“Vedic support, yet suck Inconsistency could he equally urged in support 
“ of the untrustworthy character of tke Smrtis ; inasmuch as mistakes 
“are not impossible. If the Smffe {Bemembrances) were hot possible 
“ without an assumption of the Veda^ then alone could they be accepted as 
“ having a right basis (through Apparent Inconsistency) ; hut as a matter 
“of fact, Remembrance is often found to be based upon (such untrust- 
“ worthy sources as) Dreams, &c. ; hence finding tke ground of the said In* 
“ consistency not absolutely true, either Apparent Inconsistency or Inference 
“cannot he rightly brought forward (as giving rise to an idea of Vedic 
“ support for the 

“ Thus then such Vedic texts being found to be amenable to Negation 
“only (i.e., being found to be non-existing), though there may be other 
“ sources or supports (for the Smrtis}, yet inasmuch as we do hot find any 
“ such support as we should like to have, we conclude them to be absolutely 
“ baseless (and devoid of authority). 

“ Says the Bhashya (in opposition to the above arguments) : ‘ Those 
“ who know a certain action to he fit for being done, how could they dedare %t 
“ to he incapable of being done ? And the meaning of this is that those who 
“ know a certain action as fit to he done in a certain manner, and as leading 
“ to a particular result, — or (simply) those who know the action as capable 
“ of being performed, — knowing this, how could they, only for deluding us 
“ say that it ought not to be done ? Though it may be urged that one who 
“ declares it as fit to be done may be different from one who declares it to 
“ be unfit, — yet, how is this difference possible ? For, in any case, we have 
“ a due comprehension of the Smrti, only when we know that the pro- 
“ pounder knew and remembered it thus (the two factors belonging to 
“ one and the same person). Or, the passage in the Bhashya may be 
“ (better) explained thus : If Manu and others, knew a certain action* (f .i.^ 
“ the Ashtaka) as not fit for being performed, how could they declare it to be 
“fit for being performed, and thereby lead astray the people of the prbseh^ 
“day, who have done them-ib-liaTm’?' ■■■ ''■* 
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“ Says the Bliasliya (in reply to ttis intermediate objection) : Because 
** 0 / the impossibility of remembrance. The notion (of Aslitaka) that the 
“ people later than Mann have cannot be said to be ^Remembrance, because 
they have never cognised it before ; so, in the case of Mann also, if any 
means of recognising it previously were possible, then there could be a 
^^remembrance of it; and not otherwise (but we have already shown that 
*‘none of the recognised means of right notion is applicable to the case; 
and hence we conclude that no remembrance was possible even for Manu). 

“ [Says the BhasJiya, in answer to the question-— ‘ Knowing it to 
“ be unfit for being done, how could Manu delude people by declaring the 
Ashtakd> as fit to be performed?^] — A barren woman may declare that 
a certain thing teas done by her grandso^i ; and then subsequently recalling 
the fact that she had no daughter^ she could never believe her former assertion 
“ to be true; and to this an objection is raised : ‘ How is it that the Bhd- 
shya has left off the Sow or the Daughter^ and cited the Grandson e>8 
‘‘ example ? * The reason for this is the similarity of positions. That is 
‘‘to say, Manu stands in the place of the Father, his previous cognition 
“stands in the place of the Son or the Daughter, and his remembrance 
“ stands in the position of the Grandson ; hence (the sense of the Instance 
“is that) just as the woman having thought of the absence of the Daugh- 
“ ter, concludes her remembrance of her grandchild to be a mistake, — so, 
“in the same manner, Manu could conclude his remembrance (of the 
“ performability of the AshtahU) Ao be a mistake, when he would find that 
“it could never be cognisable by Sense-perception or any other means 
“ of right notion (and as such there could be no incongruity in the fact of 
“ his having, under a misconception, laid down the Ashtahd)^ 

“ Says the Bhdshya (in answer to the above arguments) : ‘ Just as there 
“ being an unbrohen remembrance with regard to the Veda (it is considered 
“ authoritative, so could the same ground be urged in favour of the Smrtis),^ 
“ [And though this argument refers to the Verbal text of the Smrtis, yet 
“ the opponent takes it as applying to an unbroken remembrance of their 
^^subject-matter, and proceeds to reiterate the fact of there being no basis 
“ for them] ; 

• “ The case of the V eda is entirely different (from that of the Smrtis) ; it 
“ is amenable to direct Sense-perception ; and hence having by its means 
“ cognised its existence in another person, exactly as one would cognise the 
“ existence of the jar at a certain place, people learn it from him, 
“and then remember it: and others cognising it as thus remembered, 
“ get it up in their turn, and give it to others, who go on doing the same; 
“ and so the process has gone on eternally ; and as the remembrance 
“of every individual is preceded by a rightful cognition of it, there is 
“ no want of proper basis in this case. All that is solely dependent upon 
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the usage of experienced people, is the fact that the texts thus learnt and 
‘‘remembered are named Feda; but even prior to the recognition of the 
“ name, people directly perceive it to be something entirely different in 
“character from other things, and (in the case of a particular Veda as 
“ being learnt by a particular student) different from the other Vedas, 
“ in the form of the Egveda (for instance) as consisting of mantras and 
“ Brdhmanas different from all other things. The names of all these are 
“ eternal ; and by means of these, whenever, subsequently, they come to he 
“cognised, they are cognised by direct Sense-perception, as we have 
“ already proved. 

“ In the case of the Ashtaha, on the other hand, even when it is 

seen as being performed by another person, and this performance 
“is cognised by Direct Sense-perceptioli), there is no such basis for 
“any idea of its having a causal potentiality (in leading the performer 
“to Heaven), like the action of the potter (which is actually seen to 
“ result in the ready made jar). If it he the mere form of the AshtaM 
“that was remembered by Manu, then other people would also have re- 
“ memhered it, on having seen it with their eyes, like the ordinary action 
“ of cooking, as being performed by others. But it is the causal potentiality 
“ of the Ashtahd towards leading the agent to Heaven, that is said to he 
“ remembered (and is laid down as such) by Manu ; but no such capability 
“ (of proceeding to Heaven) is seen to appear in another person (by 
“ the performance of the Ashtaka) ; and as such we conclude the traditional 
“assertion of such causal potentiality of the Ashtaka to be like the 
“description of a certain colour handed down by one blind person 
“ to another. 

“ Such a rude simile has been brought forward, because people are 
“ impudent enough to attribute Veda-like eternality to all such asser- 
“ tions, on the ground of an assumed eternality of usage. Though as a 
“ matter of fact, in the Veda, we have an eternality of faithfulness and 
“ anthoritativeness ; while, in the case in question, we have an eternality of 
“falsity and inauthoritativeness. Specially because (in the case of the 
“ description handed down by the blind man) the person that had the idea 
“ in the first instance did not himself see the colour ; and no authority 
“ can attach to that which is not cognised by one’s own self independently. 
“Exactly similar is the case with the remembrance of the Ashtaka, 
“ That is to say, we do not find any Vedic Injunction on which it is 
“based; nor can any snob Injunction he inferred, when it has not had 
“any of its relations cognised (by Sense-perception). If the Snirtis 
“ had been invariably propounded, on the basis of certain Vedio Injunctions 
“ that had been found (by the Authors), then such Injunctions would 
“also have been handed down to us,— exactly as the subject-matter is said 
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“to be (by means of the —being pointed out as tbe source 

“from which Mann and others got their compilations. 

“It may be nrged that the people of old were fnlly satisfied with re- 
“membering the sense, and having thus neglected the original text, this 
“ became lost through negligence. But this is not right ; because it is not 
“ possible that people should forget that upon which rests tbe authority 
“ of tbe sense ; as tbe remembrance of the sense has no self-sufficient 
“authority (like the Veda). All men are cognisant of the fact, that in 
“ such cases, nothing can be accepted as authoritative, until its source is ! 
“ found in the Veda ; how, then, could they forget it so completely ? 

“Then again, how is it that Mann and others did not make the , 
“ same efforts to hand down the original Vedic Injunctions, as they did 
“in propounding their own compilations ? If even those Authors only 
“ knew the sense, and had not found the original Veda, then we could 
“put the above question to their predecessors ; and thus tbe tradition j 

“ being found, at each step, to be without a basis (in the Veda), you would j 

“ not become free from the charge of jouv SmrUs being absolutely baseless. ■ 

“If it be assumed that they have a basis in the portions of the Veda, 

“ that have become lost, then tbe authority of the Smrtis of the Bauddhas 
“ could also be established, by means of a similar assumption. And people 
“would be utilising the authority of such assumed Vedic texts now lost, 

“ in support of anything they might wish to assert. 

“If on the other hand, the Ashtakd had its authority in the Veda 
“ as we have it, then other people could also find it, just as Manu may be j 

“ said to have done ; and it would, in that case, be a more proper course ^ 

“ to learn such facts directly from the Veda ; and as such, the compilation j 

“of the would be absolutely useless (if all that is said in the 

“ Smrtis were to be found by us in the Veda itself). j 

“ ]}?'or do we exactly know the nature of tbe Vedic passage that Manu ' 

“ found as his authority (for the Ashtahd )^ — whether it was in the form of ! 
“ a direct Injunction (and as such possessed of inherent absolute autho- 
“ rity), or in that of a mere Arthavdda (and as such of doubtful authority). 

“ And, as a matter of fact, we find that, in tbe dark, however much a ^ 

“ person may try with his hand, be can never distinguish white or hlach 1 

“ (which could be done by the eye alone ; and in the same manner tbe i 

“ fact of the Ashtaha being enjoined in the Veda cannot be accepted un- 
“ less we actually find the Vedic Injunction in support of it). Nor can we 
“ be convinced of its being based upon the Veda, by the declarations of 
“ Manu himself (as that ‘ the whole Veda is the source of Dharma ^ and so 
“ forth) ; because it is just possible that he never found any Vedic texts, 

“ and made these declarations, simply with a view to delude the people. 

“ For these reasons, we conclude that the Smrtis are not autho ritative.*' 


Ill 
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Sutra {2). Blit 4)B account of the agent being the same, the 
fact could be established by reasoning (Anumana). 

As a matter of fact, we find that the Smrtis ha^e been compiled by Maim 
and others in a correct manner, unlike the compilations of tlle(Ba?^^^^Z7las), 
and also that the fourteen Sciences (Puranay Soo.), similarly compiled, give 
very correct explanations of their respective subjects. Consequently, inas- 
much as these Authors themselves are not to he met with now (and what they 
say is well said and as such cannot be without some sound basis), it becomes 
necessary to assume a certain unseen basis for their cognitions. 

And in this connection, only five assumptions are possible : — (1) that 
they were totally mistaken ; ( 2) that what they assert is based upon their per- 
sonal observation and experience ; { 3 ) that, they learnt it from other persons; 
(4) that they have wilfully made wrong statements, with a view to delude 
the people; and (5) the last and the most simple and reasonable one, that 
their assertions are based upon Direct Vedic Injunctions. 

This last is the most reasonable assumption, as it is this alone that is in 
keeping with actual facts (viz. : the authoritative character of the asser- 
tions of Manu). That is to say, when it becomes necessary to make assump- 
tions of the unseen, we must try, as far as possible, to make only such as- 
sumptions as are not contrary to directly perceptible facts, and do not, 
in their turn, necessitate the assumption of other unseen facts. 

ll^ow, then (1) if we assume the fact of Manu being totally mis- 
taken in the assertions he has made, this assumption would he contrary to 
the directly perceptible fact of his works being excellent compilations (and 
containing many correct and excellent teachings, &c.) ; and it would also 
tend to set aside the universally accepted authoritative character of his 
assertions ; and this assumption would also necessitate many other gratui- 
tous assumptions, — namely : (a) that the people of his own days accepted 
and followed the mistake propounded by Manu ; (h) the means adopted by 
Manu, in order to prove to others that it is not a mistake, and so forth. 

(2) In the case of the assumption that the assertions are based upon 
the compiler’s own personal observation, — (a) in the first place, we have to 
assume this observation itself ; (6) then we should have to assume an extra- 
ordinary faculty in the compiler, contrary to all that we know of among the 
people of the present day (by means of which they could directly perceive 
such superphysical entities as BharmiX and the rest) ; and the possibility of 
any such extraordinary faculty, we have already set aside, in course of the 
refutation of the omniscience (of Buddha, vide Qlohavdrtika Sutra 2, Karihds 
134 et seq^) ^ ^ ^ 

^3) As for the assumption that these ^sertions are based upon those of 
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other persons, this has already heen set aside (in the preceding Sutm), as 
resemhling a description, of colour handed down by blind men ; nor does 
any such baseless tradition ever attain any authority. 

' (4) Similarly in the case of the assumption that Mann has purposely 
sought to delude people, we have to assume, in the first place, this fact of his 
purposely deluding people ; secondly, we have to assume his motive in thus 
seeking to delude people ; thirdly, the fact of people having fallen into the 
mistake ; fourthly, the fact of the continuation of the mistake up to the 
present time, and so forth, we shall have to make endless assumptions. 
Then again, this assumption would mean the denying of the authority of 
the firm conviction (of the teaching, of Manu being true) ; and this would 
he a contradiction of a directly perceptible fact. 

(5) Thei’efore it must be admitted that, instead of these, it is far more 
reasonable to assume a direct Vedic Injunction (upon which the asser- 
tions of Manu are based). In this case, we have to assume only one unseen 
fact (the existence of such an Injunction in the Veda) ; audit is only with 
this assumption that all other facts of the acceptance of the Smrtis by 
the great and the learned become reconciled. 

And in the case of Manu, it is quite possible that there should he 
Vedic Injunctions that served as the source of his conceptions. It is this 
that is meant hy the BMsliya passage,— For this reason, it becomes possible 
for the three higher castes, to be connected with the Veda, In the case 
of the Mleccha, and others of that class, for whom there is no possibility 
of any contact with the Veda, when we meet with the assertions of these 
with regard to superseusuous objects, and we set about investigating the 
source of these, there is uo chance of the Veda ever being found to be tlieir 
source ; and as snob we are obliged to seek for their source in one of the 
aforesaid four sources of misconceptions; and thereby conclude the asser- 
tions to be absolutely untrustworthy. In the case (of the Brahmana, &c.), 
where there is every possibility of the Veda supplying the source sought 
after, ail other sources being thereby set aside, there is no chance of the 
assertions being baseless ; and as such we cannot hut admit the source of 
these to lie in the Veda itself. 

r Then, there is the question — “How is it that this Vedic Injunction 
(of the Ashtaha) is not found ? ” 

To this, some people make the following reply : ‘ Such Vedic Injunc- 
tions are always* to he inferred; they are never directly mentioned ; exactly 
like those injunctions that are assumed on the strength of the implication 
of certain mantras (e.g., the mantra “ I cut the grass, the seat of the gods ** 
is accepted as pointing to the assumed injunction that this mantra should 
he recited at the cutting of the grass). Though it may be questioned how 

injunction th^rt is never* ptteved can ever be recognised as the requisite 
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basis, — yet that cannot affect our position ; because, the fact pi such In- 
junction being the source is established by an unbroken rewam France, 
which is as unbroken as the handing down of the V edio text itself. (That 
is to say Manu also knew of the AsMaha having been laid down by 
previous teachers ; and as this continued tradition is not otherwise expli- 
cable, it is quite reasonable for us to assume an original Yedic Injunction). 
Just as in the case of the text of the Veda, it is accepted as existing in its 
original form, only on the ground of its having been handed down by an 
unbroken line of teachers,— so too in the case in question, we can establish 
an unbroken line of such Yedic Injnnctions, as are inferred through the 
(Apparent Inconsistency of the) declaration of the remembrance of the Ash" 
faha (le., by all teachers of the old times, one after the other).’ 

But this explanation is not quite satisfactory ; because the tradition has 
already been spoken of as resembling the description of colour handed down 
by blind men. As for the Yedic Injunction that is never uttered, as this 
can never be cognisable by any means of right notion, it is scarcely possible 
to prove its existence ; and thereby the Smrti comes to resemble the grand- 
child of the barren woman (as urged under the last Sutra), As for the as- 
sumption of Yedic Injnnctions on the strength of the implications of the 
mantras, these latter are eternal, and as such there is nothing contradictory 
in their having the eternal potentiality of pointing to the existence of 
Yedic Injunctions; whereas in the case of the iSmr/is, they themselves 
stand in need of the basic Yedic Injunction, and as such cannot rightly be 
made the means of inferring non-nttered injnnctions). 

For these reasons, it would be far more reasonable to assume the SmrHs 
to have their source in the Injunctions contained in such portions of the 
Veda as have been lost ; nor is such disappearance of the Yeda impossible, 
ns even now we find the Yeda losing much of itself, either through the 
negligence or laziness of the students, or through the gradual disappearance 
of people versed in it. It cannot be urged that any and every theory 
could declare itself to be based upon such authority ; because such lost 
Yedic texts can be assumed only on the ground that without such texts, the 
firm conviction and remembrance of highly respectable people of the three 
higher castes remain inexplicable. 

Or, we may hold that the Smrtis are based upon texts contained in 
the very portions of the Yeda that are available now-a-days. If it be 
questioned — how is it that they are not found ? — we make the following 
reply: (1) Because of the various branches of the Yeda being scattered; 
(2) because of the negligence of the people learning it ; and (3) because 
of the texts being contained in diverse sections of the Yeda; — we fail to 
actually lay our hands upon those texts that form the basis of the 
Smrtis, • f ,, ' 
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There has been a further qnestion---^ Why then were these Yedic texts 
themselves not collected together ” ? 

And the reply to this is that this was not done, for fearing of destroy- 
ing the natural order of the text of the Veda. It is only a fixed order 
of the verbal text of the Veda the study of which has been enjoined. 
And as for the rules of conduct dealt with in the Smrtts, these are 
scattered about here and there, in various branches, chapters and sections 
of the Veda. And of these (as appearing in the Veda), some actions 
are laid down with direct reference to human agents, while some are 
such as are laid down in connection with the various sacrifices, but 
are, for some reason or other, explained as referring to the human agent 
also ; as for example, we have such prohibitive injunctions as “ One 
should not talk to his wife if she be, &c./^ One should not threaten a 
Brahmana.” (These occur in the section on the “ Darga-Purnamasa sacri- 
fice ; and as in connection with this sacrifice, it has already been laid 
down once before that if the sacrificer’s wife happen to be in a certain 
condition, she is not to be present at the sacrifice, the prohibition of 
any conversation with her becomes absolutely irrelevant, if taken as 
applying to the sacrifice ; and for this reason it is explained as a general 
rule of conduct, to be obsei'ved in ordinary intercourse. The same is the 
c&SQ with th.0 threatening of the Brohmana). 

And if Manu went about extracting only such texts (as bear upon the 
general conduct of men), and teaching these separately, then as the 
natural order of the Veda would be disturbed, he would be directly going 
against the injunction of the study of the text of the Veda. And on the 
strength of this example set by Manu, people might leave off the Artlia- 
vMa portions (as useless) and read only the Yidlii portions of the Veda, 
or only such portions of it as would be of help in the performance of the 
sacrifices ; and thereby the Veda itself would gradually disappear. 

Then again, Manu himself could not necessarily have studied all the 
bi*anches of all tlie Vedas (and as such he could not always lay his hands 
upon all Vedic texts). What he must have done was to try and find out 
the texts from various students of the different branches, and then to 
have kept in mind the meaning of these texts, which he must have em- 
bodied in his compilation. 

Nor can it be reasonably urged (as has been done in the Purvapahsha) 
that, ‘ we do not quite know whether the texts on which Manu based his 
rule were in the form of a Direct Injunction, or only in that of ArtJia- 
vMas'* ; because just as the fiirmness of the conviction in the Smrti 
precludes the fact of its being based upon a misconception, so would it 
also preclude the chance of its being based upon an ArtTiavada passage. 
For without doubt Manu was capable of distinguishing a Direct Injunc- 
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tion from an Arthamda. And inasmncli as we find the Smrti itself to 
have the form of Direct Injunction, it could only point to a homogenous 
Yedic Text, which therefore must be admitted to be of the form of Direct 
Injunction ; and there can be no grounds for holding the Smrti to have a 
heterogenous source in an Arthamda* 

And further, the authors of tbe Smrtis themselves have completely 
bound themselves by such declarations as — “ The whole of the Veda is 
the root of Bharma'^ “ all of it is mentioned in the Veda,” and so forth ; 
and certainly these assertions could not have been blindly accepted 
by the people of their own days (without their having fully examined 
the truthfulness of these assertions, which could have been accepted only 
after the people had found the base of all that is laid down in the Smrtis, 
in direct Vedic Injunctions). Hence we conclude that the Smrtis have 
their authority through the Veda itself. 

^ Some people seek to establish by Inference, the self-sufficient 
authority of the Smrtis, or the fact of their being based upon the 
Veda, by means of the premiss — because the agent is the same.” But 
their argument becomes too ivide, when we refer to such actions as are 
performed by the same people under the influence of some temporary 
impulse (which actions too would come to be equally authorised) ; and 
further, if the Snirtis be held to be proved “ self-authoritative,” then such 
an argument would be directly contradicted by the apparent fact of many 
Smrti Injunctions having their source in Direct Vedic Injunctions that 
are easily accessible. For these reasons, we must admit Apparent In- 
consistency alone, as has been mentioned in the Sutras, as establishing the 
fact of the Smrtis having their source in the Veda ; as there are no in- 
superable objections to this ; and “ Apparent Inconsistency ” can also be 
called “ Auiimana/^ inasmncli as it gives rise to cognition, after or in 
the imJce of — ^ ami ’ — Sense-perception {mdna). 

Says the Bhdshya — Asya eva Smtlerdradhimnah hdranam amimasya^ 
malie ; and this may be explained as — ‘we shall infer the source (of the 

1 The Aufclior has based liis argiiuients in favour of the fact of the Smrtis 
being based upon the Veda, on the Apparent Inconsistency of the facts therein treated 
of being remembered by an unbroken line of respectable people ; and he has explained 
the expression “ because of the agent being the same ” (of the Sutra) as only pointing 
to the possibility (in the case of the Smrtis of the three higher castes) of their being 
based upon Direct Yedic Injunctions. He now sets about refuting the view of some 
commentators who explain the Sutra in the sense of a direct Inferential Argument, 
seeking to prove, by means of the premiss, the fact of the Smrti either being self- 
authoritative, or having its source in the Veda ; this argument being expanded into 
the following form : “ The Smrtis are authoritative, — ^because the persons that per- 
form the acts laid down in them are the same as those that perform those laid down in 
the Veda, — just as the Veda (is authoritative),” and so forth. 
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Btntti in the Veda) from the firmness (oi itB conviction and remem- 
brance) ’ ; or as-^‘ we shall infer the source of this firmness (of its convic- 
tion) (to lie in the Veda)/ 

Says the Bhashya^Bven in this life men are not found to directly per- 
ceive such facts (as the Ashtakd, &c*) And the sense of this is that 
inasmuch as the course of our existence is separated from another by a pro- 
cess of death that destroys all previous impressions, we can never be said 
to carry (in our px’esent existence) any ideas, gained from direct pex’ception, 
of certain courses of action leading to certain superphysical results (and as 
such the Smrtis of Manu, &c., cannot be said to have their source in 
any direct perception of their Authors). 

The Bhashya Because of the fact of the performer of the acts laid 

dotvn in the Smrtis being the same as that of those enjoined m the Veda, 
it is possible that the three higher classes should have fotmd the {requisite) 
Vedic texts; and this is said only in order to show that it is possible for 
a Direct Vedic Injunction to be the source of that contained in the 
Smrti 

Says the BhdsJiya--^ It is possible that they (the Vedic texts) may have 
been forgotten. Even at the present day, we find people forgetting the 
texts, and the texts becoming lost. Even when the requisite texts had 
existed in other branches of the Veda, it is possible that (at the time that 
the Smrti w^as being compiled) it may have been forgotten in which parti- 
cular branch the particular text w^as to be found (and this may have been 
the reason why Manu did not mention the corroborative texts) ; though 
he only carefully cherished the fact of his assertion being authoritative as 
based upon the Veda; and as for the direct i*ecognition of such basic text, 
he did not consider it of much use* and so let it drop oif. 

1 he says that such rules of conduct (laid down in the Smr- 

tis) as are laid down to be observed, as occasion for each presents itself — 
such rules, for instance, as ‘ the Teacher is to be respectfully attended 
* old men are to be reverenced,’ and so forth— -have their authority 
based upon their perceptible uses. 

But this is not quite right ; because the standpoint upon which we 
have started is that the Smrtis are an authority in matters relating to 
Dharma; and as such it is not quite reasonable to assert their authority 
to be based upon ordinary perceptible purposes, and thereby make the 
duties therein laid down, similar to such ordinary acts as the tilling of 
the ground and the like (which have only a visible use). We have not 
taken upOTi ourselves the task of establishing the authority of all actions ; 
as it is only the desire to know the nature of Dharma that is our sole 
purpose. If such actions, as the attending tipon the Teacher and the like 
had only visible results* they would be like the ordinary actions of the 
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world, tilling the ground^ tliej could not liaye any 

authority bearing upon JD^arma; and would be entirely luelevant in the 
present connection. ■ 

It may be said that these have been menfeioned as unaulihontatiYe acts 
(and not as authoritative and as such bearing upon Dhaiina)* But this is 
not possible; because in that case they should have been brought forward 
under the fourth ^phormm ^^ HBtudarganacGa*^ (l — iii — 4) (where the un- 
authoritative portions of the are pointed out); and iu that case, 

the citing of the example' — “ Hence when the good one goes forward, the 
had one follows him’* — would be entirely irrelevant and useless (as this 
is a Yedic passage, and as such cannot rightly be cited as an instance 
in support of an unauthoritative injunction of the Smrti). 

hTor again can the injunction ‘ the teacher should be attended upon * 
be said to have the visible end of propitiating the Teaclier toko (as the 
Bhdshya says), ihtw opt tiatedy would teach ivell, and explain satisfactorily 

all the knotty points of the scriptures ; because there is no such hard 
and fast rule as that wdthout obeying the teacher the scriptures cannot 
% be learnt ; as we do find the Teacher being induced to teach, by means 

f of requests and remonstrances. And in this lies the use of the res- 

trictive Injunction (that *Mt is by means of attendance alone that the 
i Teacher should be approached and made to teach ^’). And as for the fact 

I of the visible use, in the case of all actions (Vedic as well as worldly) we 

can always point out in the way that the Bhashya has done, some visible 
; IDurpose or other, in the shape of acquiring a King^s assistance, protection 

^ of one’s self, acquiring of some form of pleasure and the like. As even in 

[ the case of such actions as the “ threshing ” of the corn, and the Karlri 
sacrifice (which are laid down in the Yeda), the fact of their having visible 
purposes does not make them devoid of Yedic authority. 

TIjus then, even though the aforesaid Injunctions serve visible 

purposes, yet it is quite possible that they may have a basis in the Yeda ; 
as for instance, the invisible result that is to follow from the restriction of 
the specified coui^ses of action (as being the only one advised, out of many 
others leading to the same result) cannot have any other authority (eave 
the Yeda, which is the only true authority for superphysical facts). 

For these reasons, the attending upon the Teacher^ ^c., being of the 
nature of a nalmittiha'^ Injunction (^'.e., the I ti junction of a course of 
action to be followed on a certain occasion), a non-performance of it would 
constitute a sin, which would be avoided by the performance of the said 
action (this is one transcendental result) ; and the visible result will be (as 
pointed out in the Bhashya) that the Teacher being pleased with the pupil 
would teach him well ; and the efect of the restrictive Injunction (of this, 
particular means of acquiring learning) would he in the shape of an 
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visible potency that would enable bim to finisli Ms course of studies witb out 
any obstacles. And it is only wlien we accept tliis 
Teacher to liave botli visible and invisible results, tbat tbe discussion— as 
to wli ether sucli attendance is to be performed only once or over and over 
again, as propounded in Sutra 30, of tbe second Pada of Adbyaya YI — can 
be possible. [Tl\e conclusion arrived at, in tbe Adhihaomra ref evred to is 
that, inasmuch as suob attendance bas both visible and invisible results, 
it is to be performed over and over again] ; and if tbe action bad only a 
visible result, there could be no question or doubt as to wbetlier it should 
be repeated or not ; as in that case it would be like tbe action of drinking 
water ; and as in the case of this latter, people raise no questions, but conclude 
that the drinking is to be repeated whenever one feels thirsty ; so too in 
the case of tbe action of attendancey people would conclude that as it bas 
only a visible result, we may repeat it whenever we may want the particular 
visible result ; (and as such there could be no doubt on tbe point, and hence 
no ground for the aforesaid discussion). 

Then the assertion of tbe BhdsJiya — that these have their authorita- 
tiveness based upon the fact of their bringing about perceptible results-^ must 
betaken as laying another strong point home to the opponent,— the sense of 
the argument being this: — you may succeed perhaps in shaking the authority 
of such Injunctions as have been laid down as leading to transcem 

dental results ; but how can tbe said Injunctions, that are actually found 
to bring about the results tbat are mentioned, be said to be unautborita- 
tive and false ? Though we do not assume any particular Vedic texts with 
regard to tbe establishing of Assembly Rooms and the founding of water- 
drinking stations, yet all such philanthropic deeds become included in the 
Vedic text tbat enjoins the doing of good to others as a duty ; and it is 
from this general Vedic Injunction that such actions derive their authority. 

(As for the Vedic texts in support of the particular S7nrti Injunc- 
tions enumerated in the BhSishya we have the following) : — (1) In connec- 
tion with the fetching of tbe Ishtakd^ it is laid down in tbe Veda tbat in tbe 
cart the horse is to be yoked in front of tbe ass ; and it is added ‘‘ when the 
good one goes along, the bad one follows him,’* which indicates the neces- 
sity of tbe lower (disciple) following (and hence obeying) tbe greater 
(Teacher). (2) It is said in praise of a certain deity — you are a boon to 
otbex’s, just like tbe water-drinking station in tbe desert’^; and this praise 
of tbe particular institution points to tbe advisability of founding such sta- 
tions for the good of others. (8) It is laid down in tbe Smrtis that one 
should have bis GiJchd (lock of hair on tbe bead) done up in a definite way, 
in order to serve as a mark for the particular class of Eslus from whom 
he is descended. And in this case, tbe restrictive Injunction as to ibis 
particular method to be followed must have a transcendental result ; and 
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kence tlie authority of this In Junction cannot be iield to rest upon the said 
visible result alone; for certainly, there are many other means by wbich 
the particular class of Rshis could be indicated. Consequently, the real 
purport otthe Injunction must be something else. And it is this : in order 
to regulate the number of “ uwifto (offerings) at sacrifices (which is in 
accordance with the Qutm oi each priest), it is absolutely necessary that the 
name of the should be distinctly marked ; and in this Vedio fact 

would lie the foundation of the Injunction of arranging the Cihha 

in a definite way ; and as for the I’estriction of this particular means, as we 
cannot find out any other reason, we are obliged to assume that this parti- 
cular method would produce a certain effect upon the man himself. And 
thus all having distinct purposes to serve, their autlioritativeness 

becomes fully established. 

Among the Smrtis themselves, such portions as are related to Bharmu 
or Deliverance have their origin directly in the Veda ; while those that 
have pleasure, &c., in view, are based upon the ordinary experience of tho 
world. This rule also holds good respecting the exhortations contained in 
the Itihasas and Puranas. 

As for stories met with in tliese, they serve the purposes of the Artlia- 
as explained above. The description of the various parts of the 
Earth (contained in the Puranas) serve the purpose of pointing out and 
distinguishing the places fitted for the performance of .DAarma and Adharma^ 
and also for the proper experiencing of the effects of such performances; 
and these are based, partly upon the Veda, and partly upon the common 
experience of the world. The histories of the various families (recounted 
in the Puranas) serve the purpose of differentiating the people of different 
castes, and are based upon Direct Perception and Memory. The descrip- 
tions of the various measures of space and peiiods of time, serve the 
purpose of regulating the ordinary practices of the world, as also tlie 
sciences of Astronomy and Astrology ; these are based upon direct per- 
ception, as also upon inferences deduced from various mathematical theo- 
ries. The descriptions of the state of things to be iu the future (ns 
i^ecounted in the Puranas) serve the purpose of pointing out the nature of 
the various periods of eternally-revolving time, and also the variegated 
character of the results of righteous and unrighteous conduct ; and these 
have their origin in the Veda itself. 

Among the Auxiliary Sciences too, there are certain portions that 
treat of things that are of use in sacrifices, and these have their origin in 
the Veda, while other parts treat of such as are useful only in the serving 
of some visible worldly purpose ; and these have their basis upon ordinary 
experience. . _ 

(1) In the Ciksha, the differentiations of the organs of pronuncia- 
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tion of letters, tlieir accents and time, have their perceptible uses; 
while the assertion, that if a sacrifice is pOTformed with a full knowledge 
of these details, there follows a particular result — e.g* If the mantra be 
recited without correct accents or pronunciation, it kills the sacrificer ” — 
is based upon the Veda. 

(2) In the case oi ilxQ Kalfasutras^ we have explanations of the real 
purport of the Injunctions deducible from the rules that are found scatter- 
ed in the various branches of the Veda, intermixed with Arthamda^ &o. ; 
and as such these explanations have their origin in these latter. In these 
we also meet with certain rules of conduct to be followed bj the priests ; 
and these are based upon considerations of their convenience; and as such 
have their origin in ordinary experience. 

(3) In the case of Vyalcarana^ the knowledge of correct and incorrect 
forms of words has a perceptible use, exactly like a knowledge of the differ- 
ences among trees ; and as such, it is based upon direct Sense-pei ception ; 
and the assertion — that the use of correct words fully accomplishes the 
result of the action performed, while that of incorrect words creates obstacles 
in its fruition, — has its origin in the Veda. 

[(4) Tlie case of NiruMa is similar to that of Vyaharana^ as it also 
serves the purpose of regulating the sense in which a word can be correctly 
employed, and hence this has not been mentioned separately]. 

(5) As for the science of Chanda, the correct differentiation of the 
Qayatri and other metres, is found to be of perceptible use in the Veda 
as well as in ordinary experience ; and as such it is based upon direct 
perception, while the assertion — that a certain result follows from a sacri- 
fice when performed with a full knowledge of the metre of the mantra 
employed — is founded upon the Veda; as for instance, we find the follow- 
ing declaration in the Veda — “One who, at his own sacrifice, or at the 
sacrifice of others, makes use of a mantra or a Brdhmana of which he 
does not know the Esld^ the metre and the deity, &c., &c.”— which men- 
tions a distinctly undesirable result as following from such conduct. 

(6) In the case of the Science of Jyautisha, the knowledge of the 
dates and asterisms, —as computed by means of the various periods of 
time as divided into regularly revolving cycles, and by a knowledge of the 
revolutions of the sun and the moon,— is based upon inferences deduced from 
such mathematical theories as have been handed down from times imme- 
morial. In this science we also meet with tlie declaration that certain 
good and evil results, as following from previous good and bad deeds, are 
indicated by the good or bad position of the planets at the time of one’s 
birth ; and it also lays down certain expiatory rites to be performed 
with a view to ameliorate the planetary conditions ; and through these 
rites, the science comes to have its origin in the Veda, 
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Tiie above remarks apply also to tbe sciences of Palmistry, Archi- 
tecture, &G. ; with regard to these two, however, we may assume such direct 
Injunctions as that “ when one comes across such signs in a man’s body, or 
such marks in the houses, he should take these signs to mean such and 
such a thing,” &e., &c. 

As for Mhnansa, it is based upon the Veda, upon ordinary experience, 
and also upon Direct Perception and Inference, &c., based upon these ; and 
it has been reared up by an unbroken line of scientific teachers; no single per- 
son could ever have been able to compile such vast collections of arguments. 

The same may be said also of the science of Reasoning, The meaning 
of Vedic passages is expressed by means of the meanings of words; but in 
ordinary usage, the denotation of words is found to be mixed up with 
the several factors of Class (Property, Action, and Name) ; and these can 
he directly discriminated, never by themselves, but only by means of Sense- 
perception and the rest, as distinguished by their respective character- 
istics, and as put forward by their learned expounders. Tlie Veda itself 
being scattered over many branches can he rightly ascertained and made 
to serve its purpose only by these means of right notion ; consequently, 
all these should be properly learnt by the help of the science of Reasoning* 
This has been declared by Manu also, who says ; “ Sense-perception, In- 
ference, and Verbal Authority, as based upon various scriptures, — these 
three should be well learnt by one who desires a (knowledge of) pure 
Bharma'' ; and again— He who appimches Bliarma by means of Reason- 
ing, he alone, and none else, understands it ” ; and all these point to the 
necessity of the science of Reasoning, For the most part, now-a-days, 
people are much more pi^one to unrighteousness ; and thereby having their 
intuition bluired by ignorance, they take to evil paths. Consequent- 
ly (with a view to set these people right), what the science of Reason- 
ing, — as based upon experience, Arfhavada, the Veda, (direct Injunctions) 
and the Upanishads, — does is to point out the trend of the misconception 
and also of the correct conclusion (with regard to a certain point), — then to 
lay down the arguments in support of both, — and lastly, to arrive at the 
correct conclusion, after having fully considered the comparative strength 
of the arguments adduced from both sides. If it were not for such systematic 
argumentations, various arguments would he appearing to people at random, 
and would be giving rise to all sorts of misconceptions, through sheer 
ignorance (of the various phases of the question). And (if the correct 
conclusion were not properly sliown, deduced from the proved premisses, 
and if only the arguments from both sides had been put clown) people 
would be employing their own mistaken judgments in the choosing of 
the arguments, and in rejecting some and accepting others, without refer- 
ence to any definite standard. 
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And as for tlie dogmatically persistent acceptance and expounding 
of such entitles Sb& eternaUty and non^eternality, omii ess sefarateness^ 
generality^ speciality, distinction, OiVidi so forth, these are due to the fact of the 
impossibility of any definite conclusion being arrived at, unless a certain 
position is at first dogmatically taken up as the expounder 'S own. As all 
the peculiarities of any object are not capable of being comprehended all 
at once, the expounder cannot but dogmatically take up each of them 
separately, in order to bring about a correct discrimination of the various 
denotations of words as they happen to apply to one or the other of the 
various factors (of the Class, the Property, the Action, or the Fame). 
Otherwise such people as have not comprehended the arguments in favour 
of one or the other of the aforesaid factors of Generality, Speciality, and 
the like, could not, by mere personal observation, ascertain any definite 
factor of an object, as denoted by a particular word. 

The glorifications and the villificatlons too, as contained in the Arthavada 
passages, come to be taken as forming parts of specific injunctions and 
prohibitions, only by means of absolute acceptance of the eternality or won- 
eternality, the oneness or separateness, of the various objects ; and conse- 
quently, if it were not for the variegated chai’acter of objects as dogmati- 
cally propounded (at first), these gloi'ificationSj &c,, would become absolute- 
ly baseless. (And for these reasons, the nature of all objects must ho 
fully considered, and as a correct conclusion cannot be arrived at unless 
each individual theorist puts forth his own alignments in the strongest 
language possible, each separate system of philosophy has its use). 

As for the various theories with regard to the fact of the woidd 
originating from a contact of Primordial Matter and the Soul, or from a God, 
or from au atom, and to that of its being continually created and dissolv- 
ed, — these have all their origin in the ideas given rise to by the mantra 
and the Arthamda, and point out the fact of the gross being a modifica- 
tion of, and proceeding from, the subtile; and the use of all this lies in 
the recognition of the relation of cause and effect, between the sacrifice 
and its results, the attaining of heaven and the like. 

The acceptance of creation and dissolution has its use in the proper 
differentiation of the scopes of Destiny and Personal Effort (and the point- 
ing out of the fact of Destiny being stronger than Effort) ; as in all cases 
(f.i. in the case of creation, though there is no Effort) the action is 
brought about by the sheer foi'ce of Destiny (as also in the case of 
Dissolution, though the efforts of all beings are pointed towards the con- 
tinuation of the world yet), there is a cessation of the creative process 
simply because tbe Destiny of Creation has ceased to operate. 

And as for the theories of Idealism, momentary character of the 
things, denial of the self, &c. — all of which have their origin in tbe Up- 
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anisliads, — they have been propounded, only with a view to dissuade 
people from cultivating an excessive auction for the things of the world* 
Thus then, all the Smrtis, as well as all Auxiliary Sciences, have 
been proved to be authoritative. In the case of such results as are to fol- 
low at a distant point of time, no personal experience can be found to 
serve as its basis ; and consequently in all such cases we infer the basis to 
lie in the Veda itself. While in the cases of directly perceptible results, 
as in the case of the curing of scorpion- bites by means of incantations, 
we actually observe it to be true iu the case of other people, and thence 
come to the conclusion that the science of such treatment cannot but he 
true and authoritative. This discrimination (of the basis lying in the 
Veda or in ordinary experience) can always be successfully made# 



ADHIKaRANA (2). 

The greatest authority rests in direct Vedic declarations, 

Sutra (3). When there is a contradiction between the Smrti 
and the €rut% the former is to be disregarded ; it is only when 
there is no such contradiction that we have an assumption of the 
Vedic text. 

The authoritativeness of the Smrti has been established in a general 
way ; and as such authoritativeness belong to all sorts of Smriis^ the author 
now pi’oceeds to lay down exceptions to the general authoritativeness 
established before, with special reference to the case of such Bmrtis as 
are found to be directly contradictory to universally-accepted Vedic texts. 

Whenever there is any such contradiction, the authority of the Smrtis 
is to be totally disregarded ; as it is only when there is no such con- 
tradiction that we have an inference of a Vedic text in support of the 
particular Smrti injunction. The contradiction meant here is that of 
Vedic declarations, when such declarations do not lend any countenance 
to (on the other hand directly lay down the contrary of) the declarations 
in the Smrti. 

The present Adhiharana (of the JBJidshya) cites such instances of the 
Smrti as are directly contradictory to dii’ect Vedic Injunctions, and 
then having considered all the arguments bearing upon the point at 
issue, comes to the above conclusion. 

The Bouht, that gives rise to the Adhiharana, is expressed in. this 
form; Is such contradictory Smrti also to be accepted as an authority 
with regard to Bharma, or is it an exception to the authoritativeness of 
SwfHs in general ? 

The reasons for such doubt arethus explained : The S^nrti contradicting 
the Veda, being capable of having this contradiction explained in some way or 
other, and the authority of the Vedic Injunction assumed as the basis of this 
Smrti (in accordance with the Adhiharana) having an authority equal to 
the direct Vedic Injunction that the Smrti is found to contradict, there natural- 
ly arises the question,— Is such a Smrti to be accepted as authoritative ? 
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or is it to be totally disregarded, on account of sucb contradiction, not 
allowing of the application of any one of the two aforesaid reasons to 
the case of such Smrtis? When two notions are found to present two 
contradictory ideas with regard to one and the same object, they are 
said to contradict one another; and the question, as to which of the 
two is to be accepted to the preclusion of another, is decided accoi*d- 
ing to their comparative strength (or antlioritj), (1) Under such cir- 
cumstances, when we come to suspect a certain Smrti injunction of 
being conti’adictory to a direct Vedic Injunction, it is just possible that 
the suspected contradiction could be explained and set aside, by show- 
ing that the two do not exactly refer to the same subject ; or even when 
they do treat of the same subject, as there would be no contradiction, 
if one could be explained as a General Injunction, and the other as the 
prohibition of a particular phase of it, the two texts could he accepted 
side by side; specially as in another case (where the particular prohibi- 
tion would not he' applicable), both of them could be found to he equally 
applicable, and as such they could both be accepted as optional alter- 
natives, both equally authoritative ; and thus there would be no absolute 
contradiction between the two texts. And secondly, the idea brought 
about by the Yedio text assumed in support of the particular S'mrH text 
being Vedic in its character, as that produced by a direct Vedic Injunction, 
and thereby both being equally strong in their authority, both the texts 
could he accepted as equally authoritative. And consequently, with 
reference to the particular subject, the authority of the Smrti could not 
be absolutely disregarded. (2) On tbe other hand, when we find 
that however much we may try, we are unable either to explain the con- 
tradictory texts as referring to two distinct subjects, or to accept both 
of them side by side, as referring to the general and particular aspects 
of the same subject, or to admit of both as equally authoritative 
optional alternatives, — we cannot but conclude that the two texts 
contradict one another entirely. And as for the Vedic text that is 
assumed or inferred, and that whicli is directly laid down in the Veda, 
there is a vast difference in the authority of the two, as much as 
there is between ordinary Sense-perception and Inference. Consequently, 
then, there being no chance of both being accepted side by side, we 
cannot but totally disregard the authority of the Smrti, in contradis- 
tinction to the direct Vedic Injunction which has been shown to possess 
a much higher authority. [These are the two ways of looking at the 
contradiction ; and both having a show of reasonableness about them, they 
naturally give rise to a doubt in the mind of the student, and thus 
give occasion for the present AdhiJcarana,'] On this question then, we have 
the following : — 
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The conclusion that presents itself at first is in this form : ‘ Even when 
** there is a contradiction, the authority of the Smrii cannot be denied ; 
because if the Smr ti be once held tobennanthoritative, it would be a sad en- 
croachment npon the limits laid down before {i.e,, there would be no per- 
‘‘manency in the notion ot the authoritativeness of SmrUs), In matters 
‘"relating to the performance of Bharma, we are always able to assert the 
“ unfeigned authority of such S'ihivtis as have been found to be based upon 
“ Direct Yedic Injunctions ; and with regard to these all suspicions of their 
oiugiu lying in Deception or Illusion have been set aside. If we once 
"" began to doubt the authority of the SmrtiSf upon such grounds as the 
“ Gontmdiction of Yedic Injunctions, the presence of such reasons for action as 
''^avarice and the like (as shown in the next Sutra), mutiml contradictions 
“ among the Smrtis themselves, and other such like arguments, — then, how 
“ could we ever be able to ascertain whether or not any particular Smrti 
“is contradicted by any Injunction contained in the Yeda ; specially as the 
“Yedas have an endless number of rescensions dilering from one another 
“ in whole chapters, and whose authority is of a variegated character, — being 
“ based upon Injunctions by Direct Assertions as well as by Indirect Impli- 
“ cations, and also upon Indirect Transference of relations by means 
“ of significant names, &c. ? Consequently people having their suspicions 
“ once aroused could not come to have any confidence in any Smrti Injunc- 
“tion; and this want of confidence would deprive the Smrti of even the 
“slightest shade of authority. For if the Smrti even once happens to 
“lose hold of its basis in the Yeda, and comes to be attributed to its 
“source in the realms of illusion, &c., even Indra himself could not step 
“ in to save it (from total submergence in illusion ; and as such the efforts 
“ made in the last Adhiharana to prove that the Smrti is not altogether 
“ based upon Illusion would become useless). When the Smrti is once 
“ decided to have its origin in one source (that of the Yeda), then it is 
“ only right that we should set aside the possibility of any other origin 
“ for it (in the shape of Illusion and the like), in order to remove all doubts 
“ as to its authoritative character (and as such in our case the effort to 
"" prove that the Smrti is not based npon Illusiou, &c., becomes useful) ; but 
“this cannot be so, when there is no permanent fixity to the idea that the 
“ Smrti has its sole basis in the Yeda (in which case all the efforts of the 
“last Adhiharana become absolutely useless). 

And further, if there were no contradictions among the Yedic texts 
“themselves, then alone could the contradiction of the Yeda by the Smrti 
“justify us in seeking for the source of the latter elsewhere (in the realms 
“of Illusion, &c.) But as a matter of fact, we often find the Yedic texts 
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themselves laying down contradictory conrses of actions, such for in- 
‘‘ stance as the Injunctions — (1) 'Pours the Uhation before the Sim has rise7i, 
“ and (2) ^ Pours the libation when the Sun has risen ^ ^ Holds the Shodagl 
‘‘ vessels at the Atirtltra^ and does not hold the Shodagi vessels at the Atir^tra,* 
“ and so forfcli, — where it is absolutely impossible to follow both the courses 
laid down. 

“ Under the circumstances, if by chance, a few Smrti Injunctions, 
“ based upon certain texts of other Rescensions of the Veda, be found to 
“ lay down certain facts in opposition to those laid down by the particu- 
“ lar Resceiision that one may have himself studied, -—this mere fact of 
“ their support not being found in what we ourselves may have read, 
‘‘ cannot justify us, who base our conduct upon the whole of the Veda 
‘‘in all its several branches, to absolutely deny the existence of such 
“ corroborative Vedic texts as are distinctly pointed out, by these very 
“ Smrti, Injunctions, as having been found and duly studied by other 
“ persons of bygone ages (Manu, for instance) ; specially as all Vedic texts 
“ are equally authoritative for all men, as we shall show under the Sutra. — 
“ The 'Veda is not addressed to any one person (II — iv — 18) ; and also because 
“the Smrti is as good a means of ascertaining the Vedic texts, as a study 
“of the Veda itself. 

“Therefore, just as you accept the authority of even such Vedic texts 
“as are mutually contradictory, in the same manner, you should also 
“ accept the authority of the Vedic and Smrti texts, that may be found to 
“ contradict one another. 

“ Then again, from what you say, it would seem that when tliere is 
“no contradiction of the Veda, the Smrti has its foundation in the Veda; 
“ while, when there is a contradiction, it has its foundation elsewhere (in 
“ Illusion, &c.) ; and certainly this would be a very half-hearted theory. 
“ [Ardhavaigasa literally means half •hilling']* 

“ Secondly, with a deal of effort it has been proved above (in the last 
“ AdliiTcarana) that the Smrti has no foundation in anything else (save the 
“Veda); and to revive the question again, on the mere presence of a 
“ seeming contradiction, is an excess that cannot be very well allowed. 

“ For these reasons, we must conclude that the Smrti is always based 
“upon the Veda. For if even the slightest chance of other sources (as 
“ that of Illusion and the like) be introduced, all hope for any authority 
“ of the Smrti might well be given up. 

“ Then again with regard to the Smrti, in certain cases you would be 
“ denying the possibility of any such basis as those of Illusion and the like 
“ ( with a view to establish their authority, as has been done in the previous 
“ Adhiharana) ; while in other cases you would be admitting the possibility 
“ of such bases (in order to deny their authoritative ^character) ; and such 
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suicidal process (of reasoning) not being allowable, the denial (of 
‘‘the authority of even such Smrtis as contradict the Veda) cannot be 
“considered right. Therefore, whether the Smrtis be authoritative or 
“not, this authoritativeness or its contrary must be accepted as absolute - 
“ly undisputed; and thei’e can be no half and half authority and absence 
“of authority (exactly as one and the same woman cannot be half 3"oung 
“and half old). 

“ And certainly the authors who compiled the Smrtis must have been 
“coguisant of the fact of certain declarations therein contained being con- 
“tradictory to the direct assertions of the Veda ; and this clearly leads to 
“ the conclusion that they must have braved this contradiction, only on 
“ the sti'ength of certain other Vedic texts, on which they based their 
“declarations. 

“ If tlie mere fact of perceptible worldly motives being found for the 
“actions laid down in the SmrHs were to make them unauthoritative, 
“then, inasmuch as there is always a likelihood of some such motive 
“being found, in connection with all that is laid down in the Veda, all 
“ the scriptures would have to be considered equally unauthoritative. For 
“ instance, such grounds of the alleged unauthoritativeness of the Smrtis^ 
“as the presence of the motives of affection, aversion, vanity, recklessness, 
“ delusion, laziness, avarice, and the like, are capable of being attributed 
“to all actions (Vedic as well as non-Vedic). So long as our own minds 
“ are pure and devoid of all wickedness, we can always admit the Smrtis 
“to have a sound basis (in the Veda); and it is only when our own 
“ minds become tainted that we begin to suspect their authoritative 
“ character, 

“ What performance of Dliarma is there, in which some sort of a 
“ perceptible motive cannot be found, and which cannot be found to be 
“ coutradictoiy to some other Direct Vedic Assertions ? (The chances of 
“ contradiction are equally present in all Injunctions, whether the action 
“laid down be found to have a perceptible motive or not). And then 
“ again, the terribly ignorant Atheists have no other business except find- 
“ ing some sort of a worldly motive for all actions, — even those that are 
“ not due to any apparent perceptible worldly motive. Even the actions 
“laid down in the Veda are made by them to be due to certain 
“ worldly motives ; and on the slightest grounds they explain one Vedic 
“ Injunction to be contradictory to other Vedic texts. And under the 
“circumstances, if the Mmiansahas once give an opportunity to the 
“ Atheists (and encourage them by borrowing their arguments, in dealing 
“ with the Smrti texts that contradict the Veda), thus encouraged, the 
“ Atheists would not leave the authority of any path of Bharma safe. 
“ Because these Atheists do not trouble their objectives until these latter 


DIRECT VEDIC DECLARATIONS M 129 

selves give them an opportunity of attack. And when they have 
*^once been given an opportunity, by such persons as borrow their imag- 
inary attacks upon the authority of the scriptures, who (ie., which 
“scripture) can hope to escape alive, if once fallen in the way of their 
“ (argumentative) path ? For these reasons, it is not right for the Miman- 
“ salzas to help the accomplishment of the purposes of the Atheists, who are 
“ bent upon the destruction of all JDharma, 

“You have (in the foregoing Adhiharana} accepted the authority of 
^\FuranaSj 8mTtis^(^rutis^ and Usages first by mere faith; and then you have 
“ proved, by means of arguments, that the authority of these, as pointed 
“ out in the scriptures, is quite sound ; you should stick to this conclu- 
“ sioii by all means, and not slacken your faith midway ; because such 
“ slackening would lead to the destruction of the whole fabric (of the 
authoritativeness of Smrtis as proved in the foi'egoing Adhikarana) ; 
“ exactly like a cart, whose fastenings have become loosened. When a man 
“has accepted a certain theory, he should carry it through, fearlessly > 
“ otherwise he w^ould lose it all, through fear, to the wicked intrusions of 
“ such opponents as are always prone to attack timid people. 

“ Then again, if the Veda itself were not found to lay down certain 
“ actions, that have worldly motives, and some that are contradictory to 
“other Yedic texts, — then alone could these two facts he rightly turned 
“ to account to prove that the Smrtis that lay down such actions can have 
“no foundation in the Veda. As a matter of fact, however, we find the 
“ Veda laying down thousands of such actions as Threshing^ Founding^ and 
“the like, which have only visible results; and then what is the harm 
“ if such results are also found to apply in the case of actions laid down 
“by the Smrtis ? There are also other actions laid down in the Veda, 
“ which have only visible results (and which can be attributed to motives 
“of avarice, &c.), such as, the giving of the gifts to the priests, and the 
“sacrificer’s action with regard to the Tanunaptra butter. Under the 
“ circumstances, if these actions be said to he not based upon the authority 
“of the Veda (because of their having visible results), then, in that case 
“ alone could the Smrh's laying down similar actions be also denied the 
“ support of the V eda. And when we actually find many such actions 
“laid down in the Veda itself, how can the mere fact of the action 
“having visible results be accepted as proving the non-Vedio origin of 
“the Smrtis enjoining them ? 

“For these reasons it is rightly incumbent on the Mtmdnsaha to carry 
“through the theory of the Smrtis being based upon the Veda, that was 
“ arrived at before (in the foregoing Adhikarana) : and why should he 
“ flinch now ? We conclude, then, that even though the Smrtis are found 
“ to lay down actions with visible ¥*esult$, and also those that are contory 
17 
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“to direct Vedic Injunctions, yet no sound arguments can rigliily be 
“brought forward to shake their authoritativeness. Specially as it was 
“an unqualified authoritativeness of all scriptures that was established 
“ in the foregoing Adliikarana^ it must be allowed to remain intact, even if 
“ they be found to be contradictory to direct Vedic Assertions.** 


SIDDHAlSrTA. 

To the above arguments, we make the following reply : All authority 
of the Smrti becomes inadmissible, when it is found to be contradictory 
(to Vedic Assertions) ; and it is only when there is no such contradic- 
tion that the Veda affords an inferred basis for the authority of the 
Bmfti* Those Smrti passages that we find to be in direct contradiction 
to the Veda must have their origin in Ignorance, &o., and can never be 
admitted to have any foundation in tbe Veda itself. 

In the case of the Smrti we do not admit of a self-sufficient authority ; 
and as for its authority being based upon the Veda, this is found to be con- 
trary to the perceptible fact (of its being contradictory to the Veda). 
We can assume a Vedic passage (in support of a Smrti) only so long as we 
do not find a direct Vedic text bearing upon the same subject; and 
when such a text is found (and found to be contradictory to the assertion 
of the Smrti), then we can never allow of an assumption of any other 
Vedic texts in support of this latter ; for certainly, when we actually see 
the elephaut passing before us, we do not seek to infer its existence by 
means of its footprints. And Synrtis are the means of leading us to the 
inference of Vedic texts, exactly as the footprints lead to the inference 
of the elephant ; consequently when this efficiency of the Smrti is found 
to be contrary to a direct Vedic text, its efficiency (to lead to the assump- 
tion of a Vedic text) is set aside exactly as in tbe case of tbe elephant. 
And Smrtis based upon such inferential assumptions can flourish only so 
long as their basis is not cut offi by directly perceptible texts to the 
contrary. And when their basis has been so cut ofi, they have not a much 
longer span of existence left to them ; and die offi exactly like the branches 
of a tree that has been uprooted. 

A direct self-sufficient autbority is not possible for the Smftis them- 
selves, by which they could be independent of extraneous support ; and as 
for this support, we do not find any (in the case of such Smrtis as are 
coutary to Vedic Texts). Kor can there be an inference of a Vedic text 
that is opposed to a direct Vedic text already extant ; because, when 
all that people want to know with regard to a certain matter is known 
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by means of the direct text already available, there can be no necessity for 
an inference of assumed texts, 

If with regard to a certain matter, the SmrM text dealt with a phase 
of the subject other than that treated of in the Vedic Text (contra- 
dicting it), then to a certain extent, its authority could have a chance of 
being admitted (with reference to that particular phase). But when the 
subject mentioned in the SmrM has already been dealt with, either in the 
same or in a contrary manner, by the Veda, then, with regard to that 
object, the cannot be admitted to bave any authority. Because in 

the case of any two means of cognition operating contrary ways, with 
regard to a common objective, the one that has a quicker action accom- 
plishes its object sooner, and leaves no chance for the accomplishment of 
the slower. And even if the latter is only one degree slower than the 
former, it is bound to lose in the long run, because its opponent will bave 
reached the goal long before it. On the other hand, in a case where 
there is no swift opponent tending to deprive it of its objective, the weaker 
process might take its own time, and there is no chance of its being 
interrupted. 

Nor is there any such unflinching command as that which has once 
been found to be authoritative must always be accepted as autboritative. 
(And even though in certain cases the Smrti has been found to have an 
authority that can force us to admit its authority even in cases where it 
is contradicted by the Veda yet) it is a general rule that whenever a cer- 
tain thing is going to he brought forth, it comes to be accomplished only 
if it is not interrupted in its accomplishment by something that is contra- 
dictory to it. Whereas that, which has its very foundation cut ofE while 
it is not fully brought forth, or which has its very source cut off, can 
never attain an accomplished condition. (And this is the case with the 
authority of the SmTtis in question). But even though it is not accom- 
plished, when interrupted by a stronger opponent, yet it does not follow 
from this that it would not he accomplished, even in the absence of such 
opposition. (Hence though the Smrti that is contradictory to the Veda 
may not have real authority, yet that does not aifect the authority of other 
Smrtis that are quite compatible with the Veda). Conversely, even 
though a thing may he accomplished in the absence of opposing forces, yet 
from this it does not follow that it will he accomplished, even when there 
are strong forces opposing its accomplishment. (Hence though the Smrtis 
compatible with the Veda may he authoritative, yet that does not establish 
the authoritativeness of those that are contrary to it). Because, in all 
cases where we have a general rule and an exception, all cases cannot be 
covered by the general rule itself ; on the other hand, while the exception 
sets aside the general rule, in a particular case, it does not follow that the 
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general rule would be thus set aside in all cases. What is proper in such 
cases is to carefully differentiate the cases where the general role and the 
exception may he severally applicable, and then accordingly, ascertain where 
the one will set aside the other ; which cannot be ascertained by means of a 
vague general perception. For one, who would base his actions upon such 
general perceptions, would succeed in allaying his thirst by the waters of 
the mirage (because in this case also he has a general perception of water) ; 
conversely, having found his idea of water to have been an illusion in the 
case of the mirage, he would not perform his ablutions, even in a tank, 
fearing lest he he deceived in this case also. As a matter of fact how^'e ver ( in 
the case of the mirage) the notion of water is accepted as true, only so long 
as one has not acquired the knowledge that it is not imter^ hut only a mirage. 

In the same manner, then. Inference is accepted as true, only so long 
as its objective is not found to he covered by a Sense-perception contrary to 
it. Thus then, the authority of the Smfti can be accepted to be based 
upon inferred (assumed) Vedic Texts, only so long as the subject of that 
Smrti is not found to be covered by a direct Vedic Text contradictory to it. 
From these reasons, if we conclude that in certain cases the Smrtis are 
authoritative, while in some cases they have no authority, we cannot be 
said to be open to the charge of ‘‘half-heartedness.’’ Because just as the 
notion of water is found to be true, in the case of the perception of real 
water, while untrue in that of the mirage, in the same manner we can, 
as reasonably, accept the Smrti to be authoritative when it is found to be 
in keeping with the Veda, while reject it as having no authority, when 
found to be contradictory to direct Vedic Texts. And it cannot be rightly 
nrged that either all Smrtis should be accepted as authoritative, or, if its 
authority be denied in one case, the whole of it should be considered 
unautboritative. 

Thus then, we conclude that the Smrtis thiit are contradictory to the 
Veda, have no authority, because any assumption of Vedic Texts in their 
support being precluded by direct Vedic Texts, they cannot but have their 
origin elsewhere (in Illusion, Iguorauce, &c,) 

Question : “ Why cannot such Smrtis be accepted as laying down optional 
alternatives to those laid down in the Texts that they are found to 
contradict ? ” 

Answer : All alternative options are open to eightfold objections (ex- 
plained below) ; and as such, it is not very desmable to accept them. And 
further if (by the acceptance of such option) a partial unauthor itativeness 
of the Smfti be accepted, it becomes very easy for us to deny its authority 
completely (on the strength of the well-established authority of the Vedic 
Texts that it is found to contradict). Even in those oases where both 
alternatives are equally strong, there is an eightfold discrepancy attaching 
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to tlio option ; and it is accepted, only tinder tlie pressure of necessity, 
wlien tliere is no other way out of it. How then can it be accepted in 
the present case, where the authority of one alternative is one step fur- 
ther removed from that of the other, and is got at by means of external 
aids ? That is to say, before the particular Smrti would succeed in acquir- 
ing its authority (secondhand, from the assumed Vedic Text), it would 
be set aside by the Direct Vedic Texts, that are self-authoritative (and as 
such not depending upon any extraneous authority). 

Thus then, in matters relating to Dharmay the Smrti not being accepted 
to be self-sufficient in its authority, it cannot be admitted as pointing out 
an alternative to the Veda, which could be done only if both were equally 
strong in their authority. And having its authority dependent upon extra- 
neous aids, the Smrti can never attain any authority, when it is just checked 
by Direct Vedic Assertion ; and as such, it can never raise its head again. 

The acceptance of option, even in a case when both the alternatives 
are equally authoritative^ cannot be accepted until we assume the partial 
unauthoritativeness of both of them. And the assumption of such (partial) 
unauthoritaiiveness of that which is decidedly self-sufficient in its author- 
ity (t.e., the Veda) would be open to two objections : (1) it would set aside 
the eternally apparent and univex'sally recognised authority of the Veda, and 
would tliereby run counter to a well-ascertained idea ; (2 ) such unauthorita- 
tiveness could be cognised only by means of Negation; but (in accepting 
the alternative theory) we would be denying the really existing authority 
(of the Veda), in the absence of any such Negation {i.e., any assertion 
denying the authority of the Veda) ; this would be the second objection, 
based upon the fact of your making a contradictory statement with regard 
to Authority (that is to say, you assert that Authority is non-author itative^. 
Even though in the first instance (i.e., in the acceptance of one alterna- 
tive), you may, for some reason or other, accept the responsibility of the 
above two objections, yet when you would proceed to accept the other alter- 
native, you would render yourself open to two other objections: (1) You 
had asserted (in the former instance) that the Authority (of the Veda) is 
cognisable by Negation (that is to say, non est) ; and now (when you are 
accepting the authority of the Veda as the second alternative), you would 
set aside this assertion of yours, and thereby make yourself liable to the 
first charge of self-contradiction; and (2) secondly, in the first instance, 
you had denied the self-evident authority (of the Veda); and now you 
would be reasserting this authority, and thus render yourself liable to 
another charge of self-contradiction. Thus then, in the case of a single sen- 
tence, we have shown the acceptance of Option to be open to four objec- 
tions ; and the same would be found to be the case with i^egard to any 
other sentence. . ■ 


134 


MTtlA-VAtltlKA. ABHtAtA I-^p1dA. in'— A dMI. tl. 

But ’with all this an option has been accepted in the case of the two 
sentences laying down the Vrthi and the Yava as the grain to be used at 
sacrifices ; because in that case, there is no help ; as if one proceeds to act 
according to the Injunction of the Yrth% he is drawn away from it by 
the Injunction of the Yam; vice versa ; and thus being drawn from 
two sides, by these two texts, as if by two celestial women (equally attrac- 
tive), not finding any difierence in the strength or authority of any one 
of them, and not finding any means of reconciling them, with reference 
to any one object, the person would naturally conclude that being mutually 
contradictory, both the texts are unauthoritative (partially), and in this 
case the unauthoritativeness of that which (being a part of the Yecla) is fully 
capable of all authority, is accepted, because there is no help in the matter : 
if there were any way out of it, such an assumption could never be allowed. 

In the case in question, on the other hand, we can never deny the 
authority of one alternative (the Yeda) ; and the unauthoritative character 
of the other alternative (the Smrti) alone, cannof establish the unauihori- 
tativeness of both. Even in ordinary worldly affairs, we find that when 
a man falls in a position where he must lose either one thing or many things, 
when there is a chance of all being lost, he gladly renounces half the 
number (and keeps the othef* half) (so in the case in question, when we 
are given the option of either denying the authority, at least partially, 
of both the Yeda and the 5mr^i, o^ accepting the authority of the Yeda and 
the Smrti in keeping with it, and denying that of the contradictory 
Smrti , — we cannot but gladly choose the latter alternative as decidedly the 
wiser and the more reasonable of the two). 

And when both are rejected, then we have a destruction of the autho- 
rity of both ; which is also the case if the sacrifice!* offers at his sacrifice, 
mixed offerings of Yava and Vrtlii ; because no such mixed offering has been 
laid down anywhere. The Injunction of the Yava, as well as that of VrtM, 
is a restrictive one ; and each of these implies the incapability of any other 
substance being used at the sacrifice. And the VrzM is pointed out as being, 
independently by itself, the article to be used at the sacrifice j so is also 
the Yava ; and as such we can never get at any Injunction of the mixture 
of both. If the Vrilii alone, or the Yava alone, were found unable to ac- 
complish the desired sacrifice, and if, for that reason a mixture of the two 
were used, these fads would set aside the authority of both the Injunc- 
tions (of Yava as well as of Thus then, we find that this idea of 

employing their mixture is equal in all respects to the suspicion (that none 
of the two is able to accomplish the desired sacrifice) ; and as such this 
would also lead to the complete denial of the authority of both ; and it 
would be far better to attribute unauthoritativeness to each of them by turns. 
This leaves the character of both extremely uncertain j but no such uncer- 
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tainty is allowable where a certainty is capable of being arrived at. And 
in every case we can carry on onr business only by means of such objects 
as have been duly ascertained to be of one definite nature. 

Consequently, that which is authoritative, must always remain authori- 
tative, while that which has no authority cannot be held ever to have any 
authority. If the same thing be considered authoritative at one time and 
nnauthoritative at other times, we can place no confiidence in such a thing. 
And all this anomaly faces tis directly, in the case of the alternative Injunc- 
tions of the FriM and the Yam, where there is no way out of the difficulty. 
Specially as in this case there is nothing to justify us in adhering to any 
one of the two, exclusively, which one we shall accept as authoritative, while 
denying the authority of the other. 

On the other hand, in the case of the Direct Vedic Text and a contra- 
dictory Smrti Text, we have two means at our command, by which we 
can definitely decide to accept the Vedic Text as absolutely authoritative 
and totally reject the Smrti as having no authority at all. 

I. In the first place, to the Veda and the Smrti belong authorita- 
tiveness and nnauthoritativeness, I’espectively, naturally by themselves; 
consequently, their respective nnauthoritativeness and authoritativeness 
can be due only to extraneous influences. A property that is natural 
to a thing can be denied or set aside, only if we can find a strong reason for 
such denial; and in the present case an idea proceeding from a Smrti 
text can never have strength enough for setting aside or negativing 
that which proceeds from a direct Vedic assertion ; while, on the other 
hand again, the idea proceeding from the Vedic assertion is admitted 
to be of superior strength, and as such is acknowledged to be capable 
of negativing that which is due to the Smrti, 

This comparative strength and weakness, as the ground for elective 
negativing, we have already explained in detail while treating of Sense- 
perception and Inference ; and the comparative strength of Direct Assertion 
and Indirect Implication is also explained in III — iii — 1 , where it is shown 
that that which is nearer to its objective than the other is always to be 
accepted as the stronger of the two ; and if we apply the same standard 
to the case of the Smrti and Cruti texts, we find that the Cruti authorita- 
tively points out its objective, long before the Smrti succeeds, in establish- 
ing its own authority (by means of an assumed Vedic Text). 

(It might be argued that the Smrti also would in due time come to 
indicate its own objective, contrary to the Veda, and as such it could be 
accepted as laying down an optional alternative to the coarse laid down in 
the foregoing Vedic Text; blit this is not possible; because both the texts 
refer to the same object, and) it is not possible for the same object to have 
contradictory properties. And then too, when the objective has been 


136 TAIJTRA-YABTIKA. ADHYAYA I— PIdA. Ill— ‘ADHI II. 

already taken up by one that moves faster (in tbe present case, the Vedie 
Text), there is nothing left for the slower one (the Smrti) ; for instance, an 
object that has been taken away by horses can never be got at by asses. 
And it is always found to be the case that long before the Smrti succeeds 
in pointing (for its authority ) to an assumed Vedie Text in support of its 
own assertion with regard to a certain object, a contrary idea of the object 
has already been arrived at by other means by means of the directly 
perceptible Vedie Text), which is much swifter in its operation, not being 
hampered by the necessity of seeking elsewhere for its authority. 

It is only so long as the person has not quite ascertained what is to be 
done, that the operation of such means of the cognition (of Duty) can last ; 
when this has been duly ascertained, there is no more necessity of any 
means of cognising it. If the Vedie and the Smrti texts were to point to 
their objective simultaneously, at one and the same time, then there would 
be no ground for difference in them (whereby we could accept one to be 
stronger than the other) ; and in that case both could be accepted to be 
(optional alternatives) of equal authority. 

Or (the difference between the operations of the two texts may be 
thus explained) : We find the Vedie Text pointing out its objective directly ; 
and if at this very point of time the /Smrii could also succeed in pointing 
out the assumed Vedie Text (that would serve as its authority), — then, in 
that case, somehow or other, we could accept them to be of equal strength, 
as regards their being the means of cognition ; because while the former 
would be acting as the means of cognising its particular objective, the 
latter would also be operating towards the bringing about of a cognition of 
the assumed Vedie Text; even though this latter would still be further 
removed from the real objective, yet as it would have been found to give 
rise to some cognition, it could have been accepted to he a means of right 
notion; and as it would have been found to be functioning simultaneously 
with the Vedie Text, we could have accepted both to be of equal strength. 
But as a matter of fact, even when we find the Smrti providing an idea of 
its objective, while it looks about for a corroborative Vedie Text, without 
which it is not sufficiently established (in authority), it becomes set aside 
by a (contrary) directly perceptible Vedie Text, which is ever well-estab- 
lished in its self-sufficient authority. A Smrti that would not need a 
corroborative basis (in the Veda) would fall off from its position of Smrti 
(Eemembrahce, which is held to be that of a Vedie Text to the same 
effect) ; and as it stands in need of such basis, while it is without such 
basis, it is always set aside by a (contrary) Vedie Text. 

This is the first method whereby we reject the authority of the con- 
tradictory Smrti^ before it has been allowed to attain the position of an 
optional alternative. 
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II. To explaia the other method; we grant for the sake of argument 
that both the Veda and the SmTti are of equal strength, and that they 
are to be accepted as laying down optional alternatives. Even then as 
in this case also, the Smrti would be accepted to be partially unauthorita« 
tive, it would be completely set aside. 

That is to say, even if we admit the contradictory Smrti as laying 
down an optional alternative (to the Vedic Injunction), when we would 
be accepting the alternative laid down in the Veda, we would be admitting 
the authority of the Veda ; and then, we could nob bub admit the Smrti in 
question to be unauthoribative ; and this nnauthoritativeness could not be 
said to be an entirely foreign property imposed upon it, as it -is admitted 
to be ill the case of the Veda ; because the sole authority of the Smrti lies 
ill the fact of its being based upon the Veda; and as such when we are 
admitting it to be unaiithoritative, all that we are doing is to declare the 
fact of its not having any basis in the Veda. And as soon as the absence 
of such Vedic support has been duly ascertained, we are forced to seek for 
its origin elsewhere (in the realms of Delusion and the other causes, that 
have been refuted in the foregoing Adhikarana) ; and it is fully admitted on 
all hands, that it has been compiled by human authors (Manu and others) ; 
and for these reasons, we cannot accept its want of origin or basis to be 
(like that of the Veda) due to its eternal character; and (as it is found 
to have no basis in the Veda) we cannot but conclude that it has source in 
the realms of Deception, Illusion, Ignorance, &c. And if we assume, 
for the Smrtif any basis other than the Veda, this very basis entirely 
destroys its authoritative character. 

In the case of the Injunctions of the Yara and the VnM^ on the other 
hand, at the time that we accept the latter alternative and use the Vnhi at 
the sacrifice, we impose upon the former Injunction, an nnauthoritativeness 
which is altogether foreign to it (as being a Vedic Text, it is self-sufficient 
in its inherent authority) ; and in the same manner, at the time that we 
accept the other alternative and make use of the Yam, the extraneous un- 
authoritativeness that had been imposed upon it is set aside by its own 
inherent authoritative character ; specially is such the case because of both 
the texts being equal in their authority, both equally forming part of the 
same Veda, and there being no difference between the two, wdth regard to 
the proximity or otherwise of their respective objectives. 

In the case of the Smrt% on the other hand, when its authority having 
no basis in the Veda has been once lost in the pools of Illusion, Ignorance, 
&c., there can be no chance of its being picked up again. Because with 
regard to the sdmB Smrti text, it is not possible that it should have its 
basis in an assumed Vedic Text, at the time that we do not accept the 
alternative laid down in the Direct Vedic Text ; and that it should have 
18 
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its basis in Illusion, &c., at the timeithat we accept the said Vedic alterna- 
tive (because one and the same thing cannot have one kind of origin at one 
time, and a totally contrary origin at another). 

The following arguments are urged (in support of accepting the 
aforesaid option) : ‘VAll that you say would be quite correct, if the person 
“ accepting the option always found the Vedic Text before coming across 
*‘the alternative Smfti text ; and then if, after having acted in accordance 
with the former, he sought to follow the course laid down by the latter, 
then alone could the authority of the ^Smr?5ibe said to be totally destroyed. 
But this is not possible, in a case where it is the Smrii text that is found 
“ and followed first. 

“ That is to say, in the case where a man has come across the Smrti 
text alone, he at once infers that it has a basis in a certain Vedic Text ; 
and when he has once got a definite idea of such a Vedic Text (in support 
“ of the Sinrti)^ eveu if a certain direct Vedic assertion to the contrary 
present itself subsequently, this latter cannot set aside the authority of 
‘Hhe former inferred Vedic Text. Because when the ass (though slow) 
has once reached its ohiective, the horse reaching it afterwards, cannot 
“ deprive the ass of what it has already got. 

“ There is no such law as that where Si Smrti text is contradictory to a 
‘‘ Vedic Text, it is the former that is always cognised first. Because when 
“ many people are conducting a number of enquiries, the various texts 
“present themselves to them in various orders; and no significance is 
“attached to the order of their appearance, in the detei^mining of the 
“comparative authoritativeness of the texts. For certainly, when a man 
“ is reading the \ eda, if he finds the Injunction of VrtM in the first chapter, 
“ and that of the Yam in the second, this does not make the authority of 
“ the latter at all less than that of the former (as you also hold these two 
“ to be possessed of equal authority ). 

“We also find that the authors of the Kalpasiitras, in making a com- 
“ pilation of the Injunctions contained in their own particular Veda with 
“ those contained in other Vedas, always treat the latter Injunctions (when 
“ any of them is found to be contrary to one of the former) as laying 
“ down another alternative course of action. (And as one’s own Veda is 
“ studied before any other is taken up, if that which is cognised first were 
“ to be always accepted as the most authoritative, then the Injunctions eon- 
“ taiued in. one s own Veda would always be taken as setting aside those 
“contained in the other Vedas; and as such the Kalpasiitras could not 
“ treat them as equally authoritative and laying down optional alternatives). 

Such joint compilation of all the Vedas is also what is favoured hy Jaimini 
“ himself; as he also holds that that which is comprehended beforehand 

“ would set aside all subsequent Injunctions, 
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“ Consequently, we siiouid attach no significance to the ordei" in which 
** the texts appear; wliat we have to do is to follow the law laid down 
under SHtra II— -iv — 18 :—The Veda is not laid with special reference to 
any one person ^ and hence those men,— whose ideas (of duty) are 
^‘dependant upon all the various branches of the Vedas, those that are 
“ directly perceived as well as those that are only remembered, all being 
‘‘ equally authoritative, in that they are equally eternal, — when inves- 
“tigating the significations of the various texts, should attribute to the 
“ weakness of their own perceptive faculties, the fact of one text being 
“ perceived after the other, and should accept all of them to be equally 
“ authoritative ; just as even though the letters and words composing a 
“ sentence are cognised one after the other, yet they are all taken to be 
“ equally important factors in the comprehension of the sentence. And thus, 
“ like the instructions received from one’s Father and Mother (those of the 
“ Mother always preceding those of the Father and yet both being accepted 
“ as equally binding), they should, without the least doubt, accept all the 
“ texts to be equally authoritative and binding. 

“ Otherwise if the mere fact of appearing beforehand were to he taken 
“ as a sure mark of superior authority, and that appearing afterwards were 
“ taken as a mark of unanthozdtabiveness, what intelligent man could ever 
“arrive at a decisive conclusion on the point of the authoritativeness or 
“ otherwise of different texts? (As there is no certainty that that which 
“ appears first at one time would do the same at all times). 

“And again, if the mere fact of its appearing subsequently 'were made 
“ the ground for relegating the Snifti to the realms of illusion, then even 
“ in a case where the Snirti is not contradicted by the Vedic Text, it could 
“ not be accepted to be authoritative (as iu this case also the Smrti would 
“ be appearing after the Vedic Text), 

“ For these reasons, we must conclude, either that all Smrtis are based 
“ upon the Veda (and as such equally authoritative), or that all of them 
“are the products of illusion; and there can be no admixture of their 
“ origin (that is, it is nob right to accept some of them to be based upon 
“ the Veda, and others to be based upon Illusion.”) 

To all this, we make the following reply; Though in a case where we 
come across a certain Smrti text, if we do not meet with a direct Vedic Text 
to the contrary, we can safely infer a Vedic Text in support of that Smrti^ 
free from all hinderances for the time being. But if at some future time, 
we come across a direct Vedic Text to the contrary, we cannot but at once 
set aside the former Smrti (as unauthoritative) ; and thus all chance of its 
having any basis in the Veda having been set aside, we would be forced 
to the conclusion that it must have its origin in some sort of an illusion, &c. 
And thus after we have found the Vedic text to the contrary, we are natur- 
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ally led to tliink that tile idea tliat we have had from the is false ; and 
from this we are forced to admit that this idea must haYe Tbeen false, even 
at the time that we had met with the SrnrU ior the first time. Even in 
ordinary experience, we find that a man who is unable to distinguish the 
false coin from a true one, uses the latter as the real coin ; but from this it 
does not follow that he will continue to use and accept the false coin for the 
true, even after he has become capable of recognising its false character ; 
and his subsequent discrimination leads him to the conclusion that his 
notions with regard to the false coin are false, not only at the time when 
he is able to distinguish it from the true one, but that it has always been 
false, even at the time when he accepted it as true. (In the same manner, 
when we do find a Yedic Text, we conclude the S^nrti to be false, not only 
now, but always, even when we first met it, and had not found the Vedic 
Text contradicting it). As the idea afforded by the Smrti now (when we 
have founded the Vedic Text to the conti’ary) is just the same as that 
afforded by it before, this former idea too becomes set aside ( when we find 
the contrary Vedic Text) ; for if the former idea were not false, the latter, 
being identical with it, could never be false. 

Ohjection: “Even when we have found the contrary Vedic Text, we 
must conclude that it cotitradicts, not the but the Vedic text that 

had been assumed as the basis for that (and thus the contradiction 

being between two Vedic texts, these being equally authoritative, you can- 
not but admit of the theory of OpHon)J^ 

Beply : But this cannot be ; because at the time of the performance of 
each individual action, there is an investigation into the character of its 
authority. For if one always depended upon the conclusion that he may 
have arrived at in one case, then the man, who has discarded the Vrihi and 
accepted the alternative of Yava^ at any one sacrifice, would always, 
throughout his life, use the Yava alone, and never use the Vrzhi ; and it 
would never be possible for both of them to be used by every man, as 
optional alternatives. Consequently, then, when a man happens to consider 
the authority of a particular action, which he is going to perform for the 
first time, and he finds that he has not yet directly come across any such 
Vedic Text as he had assumed, in support of the Smrti text, on whose 
strength he had performed the action for the first time, he is again led by 
the Smrti text itself to argue that inasmuch as the Smrti has been com- 
piled by a person who is known to be an orthodox performer of all Vedic 
actions, it must have its origin in the Veda ; and thus he again sets about 
inferring the existence of such a Vedic Text ; but now, if at the very out- 
set, he be met by a direct Vedic Text to the contrary, he would find that 
the undoubted self-authoritativeness of this text could not be otherwise 
possible, and is forced to admit that the contrary Smrti text must be un-. 
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autboritative ; and tbe final conclusion that he amyee at is that the origin 
of the particular Smrti text lies, not in any Yedic Text (as inferred hefore), 
but elsewhere (in the realms of Illusion, &c.) ; and by this he is not led 
to impose an uiiauthoritativeness upon the Vedic Text that was assumed 
to be the basis for the Smrti ; because the unauthoritativeness of this is 
directly perceptible by the mere fact of its not being found anywhere (in 
the Veda; and as such there is no need of any such imposition). (And 
thus we find that the direct Vedic Text contradicts, and points to the unautho- 
ritativeness of, not the assumed Vedic Text, but the Smrti text that was 
sought to be based upon that assumption ; and thns there is a contradic- 
tion, not of one Vedic Text by another Vedic Text, but that of a Smrti 
text by a Vedic one)/ 

You have argued above that, as there is no such fixed rule as that the 
Vedic Text must always be cognised, prior to the Smrti, or vice versd, 
there could be uo fixed idea as to the authoritative character of the one or 
the other, if their authoritativeness or the contrary were to be ascertained 
solely by their prior or subsequent cognition. But tbis non-fixity applies 
to your theory also : and as such, it should not be urged against my theory 
alone, In a case where we directly find a Vedic Text contradicting the 
Smrti text, and have no opportunity for assuming a Vedic Text in support 
of this latter, it is naturally concluded to have its origin elsewhex^e (in 
Illusion, &c.) ; and as such is completely set aside. And in a case where 
the contrary direct Vedic Text is found at some other time, even then, the 
contradiction and the consequent rejection of the Smrti is duly ascer- 
tained at that distant time ; and this rejection of authority for ever after- 
wards, attaches to the Smrti, which cannot clear itself of such uuauthor- 
itativeness. 

As for tliose that cognise the Smrti text before the contraiy Vedic 
Text, though they themselves may not he cognisant of the contrai’y Yedic 
Text and the consequent rejection of the Smrti, yet, inasmuch as the author- 
ity of such a Smrti text has been set aside elsewhere by a previous re- 
cognition, by other people, of the Vedic Text contradicting it, the Snirti 
can never free itself from this unauthoiutativeness, attaching to it perma- 
nently, And even iiv ordinary experience, we find that the contradiction 
of the cognition of other people is by no means a very slight means of 
ascertainiiig one’s own cognition to be false ; as for instance, when (by some 
disorder of the eye) we see the moon as duplicate, or when we are mistaken 
in our notions as regards the various directions, we conclude our own ideas 
to be false, only when we find them to be contrary to those of other people. 

Objection : “ In the case of the Vedic Injunctions of the Yava and the 
Yrihi also, when one would decide to use the S-dva, his conclusion would 
be contrary to that of another person who has decided to make use of 
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tlie Vrtlii and thereby tlie former conclusion would haYe to be accepted 
as wrong.’ ^ 

Meply : But in that case, both the Injunctions are equally of direct 
Vedic origin ; and as such the authoritativeness or otherwise is only like 
the rising or sinking (of an object) though the authority ever continues, 
yet when it rises up, we accept its autboritativeness, and we make use of 
one Injunction ; and when it sinks down, its authority is only hidden from 
view, and that of the other Injunction having come up, we accept this 
latter and act up to it) ; and as such both of them being equal in the eyes 
of all men, we are unable to find any other ground of difference (between 
the two). 

(If it were a rule with all people that they always cognised a Srnrti 
text before cognising any Vedic one, then it might have been possible for 
the former to have led to the inference of a corroborative Vedic Text and 
base its authority upon it ; hut) as a matter of fact, such people, as always 
cognise a Smrti text beforehand, are not to be found, in any number, the 
unauthoritativeiiess pointed out by the contrary Vedic Text cannot leave 
its hold upon the Smrti. 

Further, in the case of SmtHs, there is an inherent ground of unauthor- 
itativeness (in that they have never any authority of their own, but only 
one borrowed from the Veda) ; and the falsity attaching to them upon this 
ground alone renders them unable to set aside any direct Vedic Text, All 
that you can do is to impose upon the Veda an unauthoritativeiiess, which 
is absolutely foreign to its very effulgent self-authoritative character ; and 
as this unauthoritativeness is actually found in the Smrti ( contrary to the 
Veda), wherefore should you go about assuining it in the Veda (where 
there is no room for it) ? When you find a Vedic Text and a Smyti text 
contradicting each other, it is absolutely necessary that you should re- 
ject the authoiufcy of one of them; and as you would proceed to asszime the 
unauthoritativeness of the Vedic Text (your action in this resembling that 
of the covering up of a really existing thing with a piece of cloth in order 
to deceive yourself into the belief that it does not exist), the inherent uiiau- 
thoritativeness of the Smrti would present itself before you, and would set 
aside, once for all, all your doubts as to wMcb of the two is to be rejected ; 
and would leave you no ground for assuming the absolutely unreal unau- 
thoritativeness of the Vedic Text. 

Even in the case of such Smrti texts as are not contradicted by a 
direct Vedic Text, the fact of their being based upon the Veda is by no 
means always quite certain. Though this fact can he got at by means of 
Inference, yet it can also be negatived by other similar means of cognition. 

Thus then, we find th^ the case of the Smrti text contradicting the 
Vedic Text is not identical with that which is not found to bo so contra- 
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diciory ; because of the causes of the two being different (that of the former 
being actually decided to be Illusion, &e.^ while that of the latter is only the 
particular cognition of the Author of the Smrti) ; and as for the origin of 
these texts, it can be ascertained, only in accordance with the bearing of their 
contradictories the SmTti that has a Yedic Text for its contradictory 
is decided to have its origin in Illusion, <^c., while that which has not such 
a formidable contradictory is believed to have some authority). And 
thus we have proved that the charge of “ half-heartedness ” cannot be 
laid at our doori 

Exactly as in the case of Direct Assertion, Indirect Implication, &c., 
(explamed under III— iii — Id), their comparative strength or weak- 

ness is ascertained, according as the one that follows is found to be contra- 
dictory to, or supported by, that which precedes it,— in the same manner 
we could also ascertain the an thoritativeness or otherwise of the various 
texts, according as they are found to be contradicted or supported by 
Vedio Texts ; and there can be no admixture of the two ; nor can all Smrti 
texts (those contrary to the Veda and those not contrary to it) be said to 
be of the same class. 

[Another instance of contradiction of the Veda by that is cited 

in the Bhashya, is that the Smrti lays down that the whole of the sacri- 
ficial post is to be covered over ; while the Veda enjoins that the sacrificer 
should sing a certain hymn while touching the post]. And here, though 
the covering over of the post is laid down in the Kalpasiitra, which is of a 
class different from the ordinary Dharmagastra Smrtis, and which has 
been compiled with the avowed object of collecting together the precepts 
actually found in the Veda, — yet, we shall prove later on that the differ- 
ence between the Kalpasiitra and the ordinary Smrti is very slight ; and 
also as both of them are equally the works of human authors, the BMshya 
has cited the Kalpasutra in the same category as the ordinary Smfti, 

[The next instance cited is that in the Snirtis it is declared that as 
soon as the sacrificer has purchased the Soma, the priests can dine afc his 
place; while the Veda declares that they can dine at his place only when he 
has completed the Agmshomlya-^sansfha']^ And here, though the former pas- 
sage is found in the Atharva- V eda, — yet ( 1 ) as we find that this particular 
Veda does not in any way help any sacrificial actions that are performed in 
connection with the sacred fire, — (2) as we find this particular declaration 
contradicted by the said declaration which is found in the three Vedas that 
are related to such sacrificial actions, — (3) and as the point at issue is in re- 
ference to such a sacrificial action, — we follow the law laid down in the Sutra 
III — vi — 9, where it is distinctly declared that authority which is directly 
related to the point at issue is stronger than that which is not so related ; 
and from this law we conclude the said* declaration of the Atharva-Veda; 
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to be weaker in its authority than the other declaration ; and for this 
reason, it has been cited in the Bhashya, in the same category as the 

ordinary Sourtis, _ „ . . 

[Anotlier instance of tlie contradiction is, tliat the Smr/^5 lay down 

that the Brahmana is to remain a student for forty-eight years ; while the 
Veda lays down the performance of the Agnihotra (and hence of marriage) 
hv one whose hairs are not yet grey and who has got a son.] And here, 
thou-h the period indicated by the absence of greyness in the hair is most 
indeLite, and it may be that he may not have got a son till then, yet we 
accept the particular period to be ‘ youth, ’ as pointed out by such 8»>rhs 
as— ‘‘ one should seek after Bharma while he is still young, -or as ex- 
tending at the very utmost, to ‘ middle age while if one were to remain a 
student for forty-eight years, these forty-eight years added to ttie four or 
six years before the Upanayana, would bring the life of the religious student 
up to the fifty-second or fifty-foui-th year of his age or even more than that 
(if the Upanayana be delayed to the 10th or 12th year) ; and this would cer- 
tainly be getting beyond the ‘ middle age (and as up to this time he could 

not marry, the person could not perform the Agmhotra) the contradiction 

between the two Injunctions becomes quite patent. 

In connection with the contradiction that has been pointed out with 
regard to the covering of the post, it may be argued that even when the post 
has been covered, it is quite possible for it to be touched (and as such there is 
no contradiction). But how can yon deny this contradiction f Beca.use 
Touching is the fading of an ohject by means of the tactile sense ; and when 
the post is covered by a piece of cloth, there can be no such feeling ot it ; 
because if the cloth is touched, that would not be the touching of the post; 
because the touches of these two differ in points of their indimdual- 

itv &e. If by the touching of an object connected with another object, 
the latter were also touched, then the touching of the Earth would also be 
the touching of the post (and as the sacrifice!' is always touching the earth, 
any Injunction of the touching of the post would be entirely irrelevant) 

An objection is raised : “ Firstly, we do not think the Earth to be the 
Post while we have a distinct notion of the post, even in a post that has 
been covered by the cloth ; and as such there is a difference between the 
case in dispute and the instance you have cited. And secondly, even when 
the OandSla happens to touch the cloth that we are wearing, we can be- 
come pure only by undergoing the same processes of bath, &c., as those 
that are laid down for one who is touched by him directly.” 

Eephi : True it is that we have got to bathe in the case you mention ; 
but that is owing to our contact with the cloth, that has been defiled by the 
direct touch of the Candala. We are led to this conclusion by the fact 
that, even when a piece of cloth that we are not wearing is touched by the 
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Oandahy if we happen to touch this cloth, we have got to bathe, &c., 
exactly as if we ourselves had been touched. 

Another question is raised : ‘‘ How is it that you have brought forward 
a sort of defilement — that of ourselves by touching the cloth that has been 
touched by the Gdnddla — which is not mentioned in the codes of morality ? 
If such defilement were real, how is it that you do not accept such defile 
ment in the case of metals, wood, &c. ; when these having been touched by the 
Ganddla, happen to be touched by us ? Certainly, no reasons appear to help 
us here.’^ 

To this we make the following reply : With regard to wood, grass, 
&o., it is distinctly laid down that they are purified by the air itself ; while 
there is no purification of the cloth, except by washing. It may be nrged 
that this purification has been laid down as necessary only when the cloth 
happens to be besmeared with unclean matter. But we do not find the word 
“ besmeared” in the text of the Srnfth where it is simply said, that “ an 
tmclean cloth is to be washed ” ; and certainly the cloth that has been 
touched by the Gdnddla cannot but be accepted as “ unclean and as such, 
it can he purified only by being washed in water. 

Ohj\ : “ It is only for the man himself that the Smrtis have enjoined 
certain expiatory rites as to be performed when he happens to be touched 
hy Qj Gdnddla] and hence it would seem that such uncleanness attached to 
the man alone; and not to any other substance, like the cow or the horse. 
And when we come to consider whether the cloth, like the cow, is not made 
unclean, by the touch of the Gdnddla, or it is rendered unclean, like the 
man, — we naturally conclude that it is, like the cow, not made unclean by 
the touch.” 

Reply : But we find the Bmrti laying down that a man when thus touch- 
ed is to dip into the water, with all his clothes on ; and from this we infer 
that the clothes are also rendered unclean, and its case is not like that of 
the cow, &o. And then again, when we happen to touch the Gdnddla, with 
our baud (and there being no direct contact of the Gdnddla with the cloth), 
even for this case, the Bmrti lays down that we should bathe with all our 
clothes on ; and from this also it is clear that the cloth is rendered un- 
clean even by its contact with the human body which has been touched by 
the Gdnddla ; and consequently it is not unreasonable to declare it ^unclean 
when it has been touched by the Gdnddla directly. As for the cow, horse 
&c., even when they happen to he touched by the Gdnddla, the Bmrti Injunc- 
tions do not make it necessary for them to be washed ; and as such we do not 
accept the fact of these animals being defiled by such contact ; and as such the 
case of the cloth cannot he taken as identical with that of these animals. 

For these reasons, in the case in question, the touching of the cloth can- 
not he regarded as identical with the touching of the post (covered by it) 

19 
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If the iBjiLiiction be explained' as laying; down the neces^s^^ of the 
priest singing the hymn, while touched by the post,— then too, it would be 
necessary for his body to be in direct touch with the skin of the post. And 
even if the Injunction, be taken to mean only that he should resjJ upon the 
post, then too the necessity of direct contact remains just the same; and 
as such, even this resting would not be possible if the post were complete- 
ly covered up. For, in that case, the priest would sing while resting upon 
the cloth (and not upon the post) ; because even though the cloth itself, 
would be resting upon the post, yet it could serve as the rest or support of 
the priest. For these reasons, we conclude that there is a direct contra- 
diction between the Injunction of the covering of the whole post, 
and the Vedic one of touching it; and as such it is only right that we 
should clearly discern which is to be given the preference. 

Says the Bhashya (in support of the option theory) ; But wherefore 
are not these two Injunctions not accepted as laying down optional alterna^ 
tives?^’ And this must be taken as basing the authority of the Smrti 
Injunction upon an assumed Vedic Injunction inferred to form part of a 
different Branch of the Veda ; because, as it is, the Smrti by itself has no 
injunctive power, and is not equal in its own authority to the contrary 
Vedic , In junction . 

The Bhmhya says (in reply to the above question) : This cannot he : 
lieoause we acc^t two statements as optional alternatives^ only when tve do not 
perceive one of them to he a distinctly mistaken one* And as we have shown 
above, one of the two Injunctions must be held to be a mistaken one ; and 
in this the mistake cannot but be laid at the door of the Smrti. 

The compound “ Vydmohavijndnam may be explained either as a 
Qenitive-Tatpurusha — the meaning in that case being ‘ the ascertainment 
of another cognition ’ — or as a Karmadharaya^ the meaning being ‘ the 
mistaken character of the cognition itself.’ 

Says the Bhashya : One who would accept the theory of option in the 
present case would he accepting the authority of the Vedic Text^ when he would 
touch the post ; and as this authority is that of a direct Vedic Text, if it is 
once accepted, it can never he reasonably tahen as having only a partial appli« 
cation. And this is to he taken as proving the fact that, inasmuch as 
all chance of the Smrti text being based upon the Veda is cut off, it can- 
not but be held to have its root in Illusion. And if such character of the 
Smrti once admits of the authority of its contradictory Vedic Text,' the 
authority of this latter can never be suspected to be partial ; because the 
Veda can never be reasonably open to an imposition of falsity ; it is with 
this view that the says it can never have a partial application. 

And as for the Smrti text laying down the covering up of the whole post, 
as it is always shrouded in the cloud of unauthoritativeness, and is never 
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capalble of being cleared from it, tkis SmtU is also said in the BMshyw 
to be paf ^mr(m its Tinaiitlioritatiyeness) . 

Or, if we accept the reading (in the BMshya) Fahshikdnca’' (instead 
of ApaksMhanca^^), the meaning wonld be that even in accordance with 
the option-theGrj, at the time that we would accept the alternative laid 
down by the Veda, there would be no chance of the assumption of a 
Yedic Text in support of the contrary Smrti Injunction ; and as such, we 
would be obliged to conclude the Smrti text to be based upon ignorance, 
&o.; and hence it could never clear itself from this taint of falsity, and so 
it could never be accepted as authoritative. 

As for the Yedic Text, on the other hand, when it lias once got the 
slightest occasion for asserting its authority, it can never be set aside 
as false, because its opponent (the contrary Smrti Text) is very much 
weaker than itself (and as such can never set aside the autliority of the' 
Veda). It is with this in view that the Bhashya says ; That which serves 
as the hosts of the authority of the Vedio Text, at the time that its injunction 
is accepted as the desired alternative, Sfo., ’ 

It cannot be reasonably urged that the reading of the Yedic Text (that 
is found to contradict a Smrti Text) is wrong; inasmuch as it appears 
quite possible for the Smrti itself to have its origin in such faulty sources 
as a wrong comprehension of the Yedic Text, or illusory dream-like cogni- 
tions. 

The Bhctshya says: Thus then, it cannot he assumed that the idea has 
been wrongly tran^erred to the Veda. And by ‘ idea ’ here is meant the idea 
of its authoritative character ; and by the negation of the expression wrong- 
ly transferred to the Veda, what is meant is the denial of the fact of assum- 
ing the partial un authoritativeness of the Yeda by the assumption of the * 
fact of its consisting of mistaken statements. Or, it may mean that 
the idea brought about by the Smrti having previously (at the time 
when the Yedic alternative is accepted) found to be a mistaken one, it 
can never attain even to partial authoritativeiiess ; and thus the passage 
may also serve to point out the fact of the Smrti text being contradieted 
by the Y edic one, specially on account of the former having its origin in 
Illusion &c. 

Says the Bhashya : Because the origin of the Smrti is the same in loth' 
ernes. That is to say, inasmuch as the Smrti has been set aside hy a very 
much stronger opponent, iu the shape of the Yeda, all possibility of the 
assumption of a corroborative Yedic text is closed for ever ; and as sucb 
the Smrti can never attain to any sort of authoritativeness. - - 

Says the Bhashya: Api ca itaretarQgraye anyatalipariccheddt ; and in 
this sentence the expression itarebarGiqraya!^ means mutual contradiction, as 
explained below. In a case where two means of cognitions are found to 
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contradict eacli other, exactly like the syllogistic Middle Term which is 
concomitant hoth with the Major Term and its contradictory, the point at 
issue can be decided only by a third means of cognition. 

The Bhashya here has used the expression pramandyam smrtau^^ 
and the Vddiha raises a grammatical difficulty ; “ If the word pramana, be 
taken as equivalent to the word ( neuter), — or, even if it be explained 

as that which is cognised (made up with the nominal affix lyut)^ — we should 
have had the form p?*amdw^ smrtauy exactly as we have YMah pramdnami 
if, however, it be explained as ilidt hy which someiMng is cognised wp 

with an Instrumental affix), it should have to be used in the same gender 
and person as the word it qualifies (the word “ Smfti ; and as such a 
final S’’ will have to be added to the word, according to Paninfs SutralY — 
i — 15 ; and the word having thus been transformed into pramdni^ the above 
clause should have been ’’ 

Finding the Bhashya to be grammatically inconsistent in both ways, 
with a view to defend the expression in the Bhashya, we should have 
recourse to the following arguments : The Smrti can be rightly spoken 
of B.S pramdnd, — this latter word meaning that which attains its authority 
in a corroborative Vedic text, the word being formed by adding the affix 
Kvip to the root ^ay' {to go ov to reach) (the meaning of the expres- 
sion being ‘ when the Smf'ti attains an authority based upon a corrobora- 
tive Vedic text*), (The formation of the word “ Framdna** being thus 
grammatically explained, Pram5»a ay + Kvip, the ya of the root being 
deleted, on account of its being followed by the Ka in Kvip, which is 
included in the pratyahdra ‘ ball in accordance with Panini’s Sutra VI— 
i — 66; and as for the letters of the ^ Kvip* affix itself, it disappears 
entirely, the ‘ K * being deleted according to I — iii— 8 the ‘ ’ by VI — i 
— 67, the according to I — iii— 2, and *p* according to I— hi — 3). 
Though the affix Kvip will be the first to be deleted, on the ground of 
its deletion being necessary in all cases, and thereby tbe ^ ya * of the root 
will not have a following ha, yet we will have the deletion of the ya of 
the root, through the potency of the letter ‘ A; ’ of the affix which leaves 
this potency behind, (even when the affix is deleted), in accordance with 
the Sutra I — i — 62. Nor can it be urged that there could be no such dele- 
tion, based upon the peculiarities of any letter ; because tbe Sutra VI — — 
66 distinctly lays down the deletion of the letters * v * and ‘ y * when 
followed by the letters included in the ‘ bal * pratyahdra (this ‘ hal * being 
not a letter, but an afix)* Or, we may divide tbe Sutra VI — i — 67, into 
two parts “ vBh ** and aprktasya^ ** and thus the first part would mean 
that the letters ‘ ^ and ‘ 2/ ^ when followed by ^vi* are deleted; and in 
accordance with this, the ^y* ot the root * ay * becomes deleted, on account 
of its being followed by the ‘ vl* in ‘ hvlp * (the * k * always disappear ing 
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as soon as the affix is brongbt in ). And thus the ‘ ^ * having been de- 
leted, all that netnains is Framana 4- a and then the feminine sign of 
being added, in accordance with the Butra IV — i — 4, we have the form 
framana + a + a, and the second ‘ a ’ blending with the final ‘ d/ we have 
pramana 4- d, according to the Sutra VI — i— 101, which also tends to the ' a » 
being blended with the preceding ‘a’, and we get the word ‘ Framana.^ 

The Fdrh'/ija next proceeds to explain that the expression itaretarct- 
gray a ’’of the Bkashya, can also be taken in the ordinary sense of ^ mutual 
interdependence.’ We find that the authoritativeness of the text is 

based upon the unauthoritativeness of the contrary Vedic Text ; and the 
unauthoritativeness of the Vedic Text is inferred from the authoritative- 
ness of the Smrti Text. Similarly, on the other hand, the unauthoiita- 
tiveness of the is inferred on the strength of the authoritativeness 

of the Veda; and the authoritativeness of the Vedic Text is ascertained 
from the unauthoritativeness of the Text. And thus, for one who 

would accept the two texts to be optional alternatives, there could be no 
escape from the two “ itaretamgrayas ” explained above j whereas for one 
who totally rejects the authority of the Smrti Text (contrary to the Veda), 
there is only one kind of “ (that of mutual interdepen- 

dence, just explained, and it is not open to the contradiction that has been 
shown to attach to the Option Theory). 

And as in the case of the mutual contradiction of two means of cogni- 
tion, the matter in question can be ascertained by a third means; so it 
becomes necessary, in the present case, to point out the third means; and 
this means has been pointed out by the BhasJiya (in the shape of a reason 
for accepting one text and rejecting the other) : The authority of the touch- 
ing of the yost is a permanent entity (in the shape of the Veda), while that 
of the Smrti Text (laying down the covering up of the post) has got to he 
assumed. And here we find that this third means is not one that is alto- 
gether unconnected with the two objects of discussion the two texts). 
And the two texts we had found to be open to the discrepancy of ‘‘ itarUard- 
graya ” ; consequently, inasmuch as we do not find the discrepancy in the 
third reason pointed out, we are enabled, by its help, to come to a definite 
satisfactory conclusion. The Veda being self-sufficient in its authority, the 
authoritativeuess of the Vedic Text has an unimpeded permanence; where- 
as the authoritativeness of the Smrti being dependent upon the assumption 
of a corroborative Vedic Text, its authority has still got to be assumed. 

Thus we find that the authoritativeness of the Smrti depends upon 
the rejection of the authoiuty of a direct Vedic Assertion ; while the 
authority of this Vedic Text is rejected on the sole ground of the authorita- 
tive character of the Smfti Text (which it contradicts) ; and this mutual 
iuterdepeudeuce cannot by any means be avoided. 
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As a matter of fact, lioweYer, no amottiit of assumed nnantliori tative- 
ness can toucli the Veda; and so long as this nnautlioritativeness has not 
been established, there is no chanoe for the anthorifcativeness of the Smrtu 
For one, who is ambitions enough to think of acquiring glory by suppress- 
ing one who is stronger than himself, cannot but be quickly annihilated, ex- 
actly as the foot-soldier is destroyed by the elephant. And consequently, in 
the very action of the assumption of the authoritative character of the SmrH, 
its upholder becomes vanquished (by the superior strength of the Veda). 

On the other hand, when we proceed to consider the aforesaid 
‘mutual in terdependence,V as applying to the acceptance of the superior 
authority of the Vedic Text, we fiud that here, it is through the authorita- 
tiveness oi the contrary SmrH Text that the Vedic Text attains to an 
undisputed 2 iVith.ovitj and consequently, when we proceed to seek for the 
ground for rejecting the authority of the Smrti, -we find that from the 
very beginning, the Smrti hj itself (without the support of the Veda) is 
ever unauthoritative ; and thus (before it has succeeded in pointing to an 
assumed Vedic Text as its authority) even a single moment having been 
found by the contrary Vedic Text, this latter fully asserts its own 
authority during that time (and leaves no opportunity for the assumption 
of any texts). That is to say, when we have just found the Smrti Text, 
and have not yet got at its corroborative Vedic Text, we conclude, at least 
for the time, the Smrti Text to be without any authority ; and by this 
mere fact the authority of the contrary Vedic Text having been established, 
its authority remains for ever unmolested ; and this conclusion is got at by 
a means other than the two texts themselves. 

Thus then, we find that in one case, when we have the Vedic 

Text alone), the authoritative character of that Text is ascertained 
through its inherent self-suifficient authority ; while in the other case (^.e., 
when we have come across a contradictory Smrti Text, the authoritative- 
ness of the Vedic Text is ascertained from the (aforesaid) momentary nn- 
authoritativeness of the SmrtL And when the Vedic Text has once 
asserted its authority, at the fii'st moment, basing it upon a certain basis 
(of the temporary unauthoritativeness of the Smrti Text), — it gets a firm 
footing in its complete form long before the next moment (of the assump- 
tion of a text corroborative of the Smrti) has fully appeared. 

The Bh^shya explains this, in one way, in the passage — the basis 
of the Smrti has still got to he assumed^ its authority cannot he ascertained ; 
specially so long as its corroborative Vedic Text has not been found, — on 
account of there being no grounds for assuming it. The other way of 
explaining the same thing is that when once the Vedic Text has obtained 
an authoritative footing, it cannot hut be kept up until finally its authority ; 
becomes beyond all cavil and dispute. 
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In tbe oases of an acknowledged option — snck as tkose of FnW and 
Yma^ and the BThatsama and the Bathantamsama^ — we accept the option, 
because there is no way gut of it ; specially as the injunctions being found 
in the Veda, there is no difference in their force, as there is in the case of 
two men, one standing on a step higher than the other (i.e., none of the two 
stand in need of the intervention of the authority of any assumed texts) ; 
and as such, both being of equal strength, we can have no reasonable pre- 
ference for either the one or the other ; and hence in such cases, we must 
admit of option, as explained before. 

Thus we conclude that no authority attaches to Budh 8mrH texts, 
as are contradictory to direct Assertions of the Veda. 


JEnd of AdMJcarana {2), 


ADHIK ARANA (3). 

[Treating of the unauthoritatim character of such Smrti Texts as have their 
origin in ordinarily •perceived worldly oh jects'], 

Sutra 4, (Also because we find reasons). 

For the following reason too, the Snirtis in question cannot he accepted 
as authoritative ; because we find them to be due to other causes. Nor is it 
possible to assume the existence of corroborative Vedic Texts either bj pre- 
ference or by Apparent Inconsistency, on the ground of the authors of the 
Smrtis being such persons as were the performers of the actions laid down 
in the Veda. Because this reason is found to be too wide (and as such not 
invariably pointing to an authoritative text). For when the capability of 
the Smrti to point to a corroborative text has been destroyed by the contrary 
Vedic Text, we can have no inference of any such text ; and then, when we 
proceed to look for the source of the Smrti elsewhere, we find its sources, 
sometimes in Illusion, sometimes in Avarice, and sometimes in perversions 
of arguments, — any or all of these being incapable of being denied as a 
sufficient cause of such freaks of imagination (as we meet with in the Smrtis ) . 
These sources can belong only to such Smrtis as have been maimed by a 
contrary Vedic Text, and not to the Vedic Text itself ; because a contradic- 
tion of the Veda always sets aside the Smrti, and never vice versa. It may 
be argued i}hat — “ Just as we are unable to find a basis for the Smrti in 
any Vedic Text, in the same way, we may be unable to find its basis any- 
where else (in Illusion, etc.)/^ In view of this question, the Bhdshya adds — 
It is more reasonable (and more in keeping with facts) to assume its basis in 
Illusion, etc., than in the Veda ; because when we can find any perceptible 
basis (in Illusion, etc.), we can have no ground for an unseen one (in the 
Veda). 


[The above explanation makes the Sutra a part of the preceding 
Adhikarana"], It may also he taken as an independent Adhikarana, says the 
BMshya, 

Whenever an alternative interpretation is suggested, there can be 
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only one of tlie following two I’easons: ( 1 ) either that the fomer e:s:pIaim- 
tion is not quite satisfactory, or (2) that the second explanation Brings out 
certain facts not got at by means of the former. 

And in the present case, the unsatisfactory character of the former 
interpretation consists in the fact that when the unanthoritative character 
of the contrary Smrti Text has been already established on the excep- 
tionally strong ground of its being contradicted by Vedic Texts, it is not 
much use bringing forward further arguments in support of the same 
conclusion. On the other hand, when we take the Sutra as a distinct 
Adhiharana by itself, we find it affording an argument, which, independ- 
ently of the former arguments (detailed in the preceding Adhiharana)^ 
is capable of setting aside the authority of the Smrti texts ; and for this 
reason we explain it as constituting an Adhiharana by itself. 

In the case of such Smrti texts, as are not directly contradicted by the 
Veda, and yet are incapable of any authoritativeness, we find other reasons 
for asserting this unauthoritativeness ; and there is no possibility of sncli 
texts being set aside by any means (other than those pointed out by this 
Sutra). For instance, the Smrti lays down — “ The Adhvaryu priest takes 
the cloth worn at the Vaisarjana Soma^\* and it is in accordance with 
this that the priest takes away the cloth in which the Soma is brought, and 
also that worn by the Sacrificer during the performance of the Vaisai-jana 
Homa ; and thougli this Injunction is not found in any of the metrical texts 
of Manu, &o., yet it is inferred on the strength of such being the practice 
of the priests. Similarly we have a Smrti injunction laying down the 
giving away of the yujpahasti,^^ hy which the cloth enclosing the sacrificial 
post is meant ; and this acceptance of the cloth by the priest is also based 
upon an Injunction, which is itself based upon the fact of such being the 
recognised practice of priests. 

In the case of these Smrtis too, though it would seem that, inasmuch 
as the performers of such deeds are the performers of Vedic sacrifices, these 
injunctions must have a basis in the Veda, yet no assumption of such Vedic 
texts is possible ; because they may be explained as being due to avarice, 
&c. The priests know that the sacrificer is bound to them as it were, on 
account of the necessity of his finishing the sacrifice that he has commenced, 
and also that he would be free from their clutches as soon as it is finished ; 
and consequently, while he is still busy with the sacrifice, they beg from 
him various tilings, basing their petitions upon various claims, and also up- 
on imaginary texts laying down and eulogising the gifts asked for, where- 
by they seek to convince him of the sabred character of their petitions ; and 
in this they behave exactly like the slaves at the harvest, who prefer several 
requests to their master, basing their requests upon long established 
claims of sorts. And the Sacrificer too finds the texts that the priests bring 

go 
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forward. to be similar to tbe well-known Vedic texts laying down other gifts j 
and thereby being convinced of the necessity of the gifts asked for by them 
gives them the things they ask for ; and consequently the Smrti texts may 
be those very imaginary texts, -whose tradition has been kept up by a line 
of selfish priests ; and while we have this suspicion, no assumption of a 
Vedic text in support of such texts is possible. And as shown above, it is 
far more reasonable to conclude tliem to be due to avarice, &c. ; and so the 
suspicion becomes a certainty. And it may be pointed out that this fact has 
already been hinted by the Bhasliya, by the expression Tulyalcaranatvat ” 
(-i.e., the fact of avarice being the source applies to the case of the YaiBarjana 
cloth, as also to the covering of the post). 



But with reference to the two foregoing Adliikarams, the following 
points are worth consideration ; — 

The fact of the Bmrtis being based upon tbe Yeda having been fully 
established, even if, perchance, a certain text be found to be con- 

tradicted by a certain Vedic text, how can we attribute it to such other 
causes (as Illusion and the rest) ? 

It is a well-known fact that Vedic texts are scattered over various 
branches of the Veda, known to different persons; and that they do not 
occur in the Veda iu the order in which they are used at the performance 
of sacrifices ; and consequently, it is only right that, with a view to protect 
intact the context of the whole Veda, the authors of Smrtis, when 
laying down the performance of certain actions, should not quote the Vedic 
texts themselves; but simply point to them, by means of expressing the 
same sense in their own words, and then collect them as such in one place ; 
and in so doing the words used by these authors serve to indicate the words 
of the Vedic texts (which are themselves not available), exactly in the 
same manner as certain distinctions of tone, accent, &c, (serve to indicato 
the different meanings of words, &o.) And as, when a student goes to a 
teacher with a book in his hand, when the teacher points out a certain text 
as forming part of the work, even though it be not found (in the particular ; 

book cai ried by the student) he accepts the text as true ; in the same man- 
ner, the words of the authors of the Kalpasufras, occupying with us the 
same position as the words of the teacher, simply point to the existence of 
Vedic texts in keeping with themselves ; and as it is only in this pointing 
out that their function ceases,, they cannot be rejected as unauthoritative, 
oti the ground of their proceeding from a human source ; exactly as though 
proceeding from them, yet the distinctions of tones, accents, &o., are not 
rejected as altogether iinau-thoritative. 
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Then again, that the Yedas are in such and such a form can be point- 
ed out by such men as either read or Tsmemher them ] and no diference is 
made whethei' the one or the other means is employed. As at the time 
that the person is not actually repeating the Yeda, even those ivho have 
read it all up, retain the Yeda either by the impressions left by them, or 
by his memory (and in the case of Memembrance also, the text -is retained 
by memoi'y). Thus then those Yedio texts, whose sense is remembered 
and reproduced (by the authors of the KaljpasUtras), and as such clearly 
pointed out as really existing in the Yeda, are equal in authority to 
those texts that are directly found in the Yeda as one may have learnt 
it; and as such, on what grounds could they be rejected ? If a single 
SmrU work could be fouud to be, through and through, against the Yeda, 
then alone could we reject that work, and employ the others (in our prac- 
tice). (But no such Smrti work is found). As a matter of fact, all 
the Smrtis that we know of, — such for instance, as those treating of the 
TJpanayana^ — are found to be based upon direct Yedio texts, of the several 
rescensions, the Katha^ the Maitrdymi^ and the rest; and if by chance 
any single sentence in such be found to be not in keeping with 

Yedio texts, we dare not conclude, on the strength of that solitary in- 
stance, that that particular Smrti text must have its origin elsewhere (in 
the realms of Illusion, &c.) And when such a Smrti text is rejected by 
some person, over-fond of logical reasoning, if he is soon made acquainted 
with a Yedic text, of a different Cdlchd, corroborating that very Smrti, 
how sorry would the countenance become, of this clever logician ? And 
(as the Smrti text would be found to be contradicted by one Yedic text 
and corroborated by the other) there could be no certainty as to whether 
its authority is to be rejected or accepted. 

As for the Smrti text enjoining the covering of the whole post, 
which has been cited as an instance of a text contradictory to the Yedic 
text laying down the touching of the post, — this Smrti text is entirely corro- 
box*ated by direct Y edic texts ; as has been clearly shown by Jaimini him- 
self in his work the “ Ghandogymupada,^^ as also while dealing with the 
subject of the Atidttmhari yupa^^ as laid down by direct Yedic texts of 
the Gakatdyani Brahmana, — where it is pointed out that the people 
belonging to the Gakatdyani Resceiiion, should, in covering the post, have 
the thread-ends ’’ at the top ; which distinctly shows the necessity of its 
being covered by cloth, as is also pointed out by the following text ; the 
cloth is praised, the cloth is prosperity, the cloth is peace ;” and in connec- 
tion with this, Jaimini has (in the aforesaid work) also explained the cover- 
ing of the Audumharl post by a piece of cloth as being based upon direct 
Yedio texts. And thus being based upon Yedic texts, how canit serve as the 
instance of a text to be rejected as uuauthoritative ? On the other hand, it 
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is only proper to accept it as laying down an optional alternative to the 
Vedictext| as bo tli Have been found to be equally strong in tbeir authority. 

As a matter of fact, however, there would have been a possibility of 
its being totally rejected, only if there were a real contradiction; but in 
the present case, there is no contradiction at all ; for mere covering cannot 
be contradicted by the text that enjoins its toiiching. Because if the post 
were covered up, leaving a few inches uncovered, could not the touching 
be very well done ? That the whole of the post should be covered is not 
laid down in the Kalpasutra ,• and as a matter of fact too, nobody covers 
it near the root of its ears. Even i£ the particle ^pari^ (in the Sutra) 
were taken to imply the covering of the whole post^ then too the Sutra 
would have its purpose fulfilled even if the post were left uncovered in the 
small place (near its ear). 

It has been said that this covering of the whole of the post can only 
have originated in the greed (of the priest for the cloth) ; but the greed 
would have been better satisfied by covering the lower and the upper parts 
by two pieces, exactly as two are used by females for the lower and upper 
coverings (which would give the priest two instead of only one piece) ; and 
then again, the priest should have laid down that it should be a splendid 
silk cloth ; and not that it should be one only, and that too without any 
qualifications. That the injunctions of the various coverings are not due 
to any greed on the part of the priest is amply proved by the injunction 
that the post is to be covered by Kuga grass ; and it is after the post 
has been covered by the Kuga grass that it is covered by the cloth. And 
certainly in the case of the text laying down the covering by Kitga, no such 
cause (as that of greed and the like) can be found ; and in the case of the 
cloth-covering also, we cannot find any such cause for the restriction that 
the cloth should have its thread-ends pointing upwards. 

As for the text that lays down the propriety of eating at the place of 
the Saorificer when he has pruchased the Somaj it is a text from the 
Atharva Veda ; and certainly there can be no reason for asserting its un- 
authoritativeness. Even though this particular text of the Atharva Yeda 
does not serve any purpose in connection with sacrifices, yet what is there 
to set aside its authority with regard to other matters ? The performance 
(pacification of evil infl.uences), Ptishti (actions meant to bring pro- 
sperity) and Ahhicdra (killing of enemies, &c.), are all laid down in the 
Atharva Veda, as to be performed for the sake of the same person (that 
performs the sacrifices), and by the very same priest ; and thus we find 
that the Atharva Veda serves the pui’pcse of explaining its own particular 
province of Actions, exactly in the same way as the other three Yedas do 
with regard to their respective subjects (of the performance of the various 
sacrifices, &c.) (And as such there is no reason why the authority of the 
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Atliar-m Feit^ sliould be rejected in favour of that of tbe other three 
Vedas). And again, the Injunction of eating (at the place of the Sacrificer 
who has purchased the Soma) does not refer to anj part of the sacrifice ; 
exact] j as the actions of Ganti^ &c., do not form part of any ; therefore both 
(the Bating and the Qanti) referring simply to a desirable purpose of man, 
the authority of the Injunction of the said Bating cannot be reasonably re- 
jected as the Bating is not a part of the sacrifice, the authority of 
the Fcda cannot be doubted with regard to it). 

part of any sacrifice because) it has been 
laid down, not with any special reference either to the sacrificer or to the 
priests, but with regard to all men in general. There are certain other texts 
that prohibit a man to eat at the place of one who has been initiated for a 
sacrifice ; and we find two texts that allow him to eat at the sacrificer’s place ; 
but each of the texts defines different limits of time, — one of them allowing 
of the eating only when the sacrificer has finished the Agmshoniasans- 
tha,^^ and the other pointing out the “ purchasing of the Soma as the 
time after wdiich one could eat at his place ; and (there is no contradiction 
between the two texts, as) they can be taken as laying down alternative 
restrictions ; exactly as there are alternatives laid down with regard to the 
cessation of the various “ Periods of Impurity” — (where we do not reject 
any one alternative in favour of another). 

An objection is raised : “ The distinction that is made in the periods 
‘‘ of ‘ impurity ^ is due to considerations of the impediments to the perform- 
ance of sacrifices ; and for this reason the various limits of impurity 
are not equally authoritative ; and as such they cannot be accepted as 
alternatives. One who could become purified, or capable of feeding others, 
‘‘ in a shorter time, — wdiy should he wait for the lapse of the longer time ? 
Thus then, if the Brahmana could become pure after the lapse of either 
one or three days, how could the impurity ever continue for ten daj’s ? 
Because by ^ purity ’ is meant tbe disappearance of sin, or the capability 
‘‘ of performing sacrifices ; and how could these properties he held to be 
both existent and non-existent, before the lapse of ten days ? In the same 
manner, in the case of the food given by the initiated sacrifice!', we can 
“ never know it to be both pure and impure, before the Agmshomasanstha 
has been finished. 

“ It may be argued that — * The limit of the impurity in the case 
“ of each person may be acknowledged to be that which he and his fore- 
fathers have been accepting from before, exactly as whether the 
Agnihotra offerings are to be made before or after sunrise, is decided by 
what the man himself or liis forefathers may have been doing (and as we 
“ accept tbe two times to be optional, so too we can also hold the limits of 
purity to be optional).’ 
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But tliis cannot be ; because in tbe case of tbe two times of 
“the Agnihotra^ both are equally authoritatiTe ; and ben ce an option 
is allowable ; nor, in this case, is any contradiction of any previous 
‘Hext (as tliere is in tbe case of tbe food, the mention of its purity 
being contradictory to that of its impurity, before tbe finishing of tbe 
Agnlslioma). Because the mention of the advisability of naaking tbe 
‘‘ offering before sunrise does not make tbat of making it after sunrise alto- 
“getlier useless. And further in this case, tbe two alternatives do not 
‘‘differ in tbe least, in the amount of trouble and expense tbat each in- 
“ volves. While, on tbe other band, in the case in question, if the purity 
“ that is accomplished in a shorter time, be postponed till a mnch longer 
“ time, — this action would in the first place be in direct contradiction to 
“ snob express injunctions (of Mann), as tbat one shonld not extend the period 
“ of impiority ; secondly, tbe acceptance of the longer period involves a much 
“ greater trouble ; and as such no one could accept it ; and as no one would 
“ accept it, tbe declaration of this longer period would become absolutely 
“useless. Therefore until we can find out some I'eason or object for tbe two 
“ declaration s, we cannot admit them as optional ; and such object, or reason, 
“ for tbe lessening of tbe number of impure days, we have found to lie in the 
“ considerations of the impediments to the proper performance of sacrifices, 
“ (i.e,, as the greater number of the days of impurity would keep the per- 
“son away from sacrifices for a longer time, tbe period is shortened) ; and 
“ in this case there is no extension of tbe period of impurity ; and 
“as for shorter periods of impurity, we find these limited to — (1) four 
“days, (2) three days, and (3) one day — in the case, respectively, of the 
“deaths of the child, (1) that has cut its teeth, (2) tbat after whom 
“ another child lias been born, and (8) that which has not bad its tonsure ; 
“and in these cases too, there is no extension of tbe period of impurity. 
“ Says Gautama (laying down reasons for tbe lessening of the period of 
“ impurity) : It is done, for the sake of the in o'per transaction of business, in 
“ the case of the Kshatriya, and for the performance of sacrifices, in the case of 
the BraJiamana, 

“Or, it may be that tbe injunction of not extending tbe period 
“ of impurity may have its application in a case where another cause 
“of impurity comes about within ten days from tbe first cause, in 
“ which case tbe lapse of these ten days purifies tlie man from the 
“ impurities due to both events. The meaning of tbe said injunction 
“ would, thus, come to be that one should not extend tbe period of im™ 
“ purity, even if a cause for further impurity comes about ; because tbe 
“ period of tbe former imparity would apply to tbe latter also ; and hence 
“ it is tbat when the ten-day period of impurity due to a certain cause has 
“ begun, and has not come to an end, before another event happens in tbe 
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^^intemn^ the former inoliides this latter; because the number of days 
‘Mimited to ten spreads over all these ten days completely, and as such it 
is only proper that it should have its sway over any other event that 
may happen within its limits, and thereby limit the period of impurity 
‘‘ due to this latter. Purity and Impurity being imperceptible entities are 
‘‘ accepted, just as they are declared to be in Vedic texts (and as such we 
“ cannot always find a reason for the continuance or cessation of the 
periods of impurity due to various causes). 

^^In the case of the eating (at the place of the initiated sacrifice!*), 

“ however, we do not find any cause or object for any limit; and hence 
“the longer limit would always be rejected in favour of the shorter. 

“ Oonsequently it is absolutely necessary to find out an object for 
*fthe laying down of the two limits. It may be urged that — ‘ in the 
‘‘ case of the said eating also, when it is impossible to wait for the 
“longer limit, or when the sacrificer happens to offer the food (which is 
“not considered right to refuse), then (under these two contingencies) 

“ his food may be taken, even after he has only finislied the purchase of the 
“ Soma. The BharmagSsfras have often laid down certain secondary 
“ causes of action, to be followed, in times of trouble, when it is impossible 
“ to follow the course primarily laid down ; and in the same manner, it 
“ may be held that when one is on the point of death by starvation, he 
“ can partake of the food given by the initiated sacrificer, even if this latter 
“ may only have purchased the Soma at that time.^ Well, this is only 
“ another way of declaring the injunction of the shorter limit to be un- 
“ authoritative ; because, in the event of starvation, Yicvamitra even ate 
“ of the thigh of a dead dog (which does not mean that the eating of the 
“ dog is allowable.’^ 

To all this, we make the following reply : In one case (as in the case 
of the eating of the dog) a certain evil deed is unavoidably done, which is 
not expressly permitted ; and in another (as in the case of eating at the 
place of the sacrificer when he has purchased the Soma) that which is 
,done as unavoidable, is also expressly permitted; and certainly, this con- 
titutes a deal of difference. It cannot be denied that there is a difference 
between the general permission (that in troublous times men can, under 
pressure of circumstances, do prohibited deeds), and a specific permission 
(that such and such an act is to be done) ; because there is no sin attach- 
ing to this latter act, while to the former, there is a slight taint of it. 

Manu also has laid down the following, with regard to the course of action ! 

permissible in times of trouble : ‘The sins committed during such calamit- : 

ous times will be purified when such times have ceased ; and the person, 
who has lowered himself by the pe!‘formance of a slightly evil or a gravely 
heinous deed, can purify himself, when (on favourable times Laving 
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arrived) lie is able to do so, by the performance of deeds of righteousness.’ 
And the first act of righteousness that will have to he performed would he 
in the shape of an expiatory rite ; and when the man will have purified 
himself by its means, then alone will he he entitled to the performance of 
such other acts, as will bring to him particular desirable results, (i.e., the 
various sacrifices). 

Thus then, it must he admitted that the injunction, that permits the 
eating at the place of one who has purchased the Soma, is meant to imply 
that, in a case where there is no other means of saving one’s self from star- 
vation, if he eats at his place, he does not, by that, commit a sinful act. 
And in this connection, it may also he pointed out, that in a case where 
one is able to abide by the primary injunction, if be has recourse to the se- 
condary alternative, he does not obtain the proper results, as has been 
explained in the case of sacrifices. Thus then, inasmuch as the accept- 
ance of the simple alternative, without sufficient grounds for the renounc- 
ing of the chief injunction, has been condemned as useless (and not permis- 
sible), it must be concluded that when it is possible for the man to obtain 
food elsewhere, he should not, for mere worldly reasons, partake of food at 
the place of the sacrificer, (if he has only purchased the Soma, and not 
finished the Agmshom.a■Sa'^st'hah)> 

Or, we may explain the case in the following manner : The two courses 
of action referring to different points of time, and thereby not being cap- 
able of being taken as equally authoritative alternatives, we must explain 
away their seeming contradiction, by finding different purposes (or signi- 
fications) for them. (And this is done in the following manner) : So long 
as the initiated sacrificer has not purchased the cow, any partaking of his 
food is never allowable; and when he has purchased the Soma (one might 
eat at his place, but), if one desist from such eating even then (and wait 
until the finishing of the SanstTia), he would be imposing upon himself a 
certain penance, which is by no means compulsory (though leading to excel- 
lent results), exactly as the not partaking of any food at the Qraddha ceremo- 
nies, or of giving up the eating of meat, — which, as penances, are good and 
bring about very good results, though they are by no means compulsory; as' 
neither the eating at Craddhas, nor the partaking of meat, is absolutely pro- 
hibited. Because what is absolutely prohibited is the eating at a place where 
a graddha is performed, within the ten days of impurity, as also (according 
to* some authors) tlie eating at the Anniversary- Craddhas ; and there is no 
prohibition of eating at all functions tliat are performed in honour of the 
I’orefathers ; and hence we understand that if one desists from eating at 
all such functions, he is performing a particular penance, which leads 
him to Heaven. In the same manner, the eating of meat is absolutely 
prohibited on the sixth, eighth, fourteenth, and fifteenth (and the 
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tliirtietli) clays of tlie inontli ; and from tliis it follows tliat tlie liouse- 
iiolder can eat it on the other days, if he so wish it; and hence if one 
desists from its eating, he acquires a peculiarly excellent merit ; as has 
been expressly laid down (by Mann) : * There is no harm in eating meat, or 
in drinking wine, &c. ; such is the general inclination of men ; but cessa- 
tion from these leads to excellent results/ 

The opponent may argue thus: ‘‘ In the case of the eating of food at 
a place wliere a OrMclha in being performed, we find that there are in 
‘H’eality two distinct sentences ; and as such we c5an interpret it as two 
“ sentences ; in the case in question, on the other hand, there is a single 
‘‘ sentence prohibiting the eating of any food at the house of one who has 
“ been initiated for a sacrifice ; and as such, how can the single sentence 
“ express tw^o (unconnected) facts, as tliat one should not eat before tlie 
“ person has purchased the Soma, and also that if one does not eat at his 
“ place before he lias finished the Agnishomlya-Saristha^ he will be obtaining 
“ excellent results ? ’* 

To this, we repljj^ as follows : The latter may also be taken as two 
sentences, as laying down distinct limits ; the former general prohibition 
of eating ends with the purchase of the Soma; and we do not connect 
the second limit with this general prohibition ; because this latter is one 
only (and as such cannot reasonably be connected with two limits). And 
then from the fact of there being a second permission (that one can eat at 
the-place when tlie Sanstlia hns been finished), we infer that there must be 
some other proliibition of the eating i^eferring to the time inteiwening 
between the purchasing of the Soma and the finishing of the Sanstha (and 
that the latter injunction sets aside the inferred prohibition). Otherwise (if 
there were no such intermediate prohibition, why should that, which has 
been already permitted (by the sentence that permits the after the 

Soma has been purchased), be permitted again (by the sentence permitting 
the eating after the Sanstha has been finished) ? 

For instance, -when the sacrifical priest has got his permission at 
the very beginning, what would be the use of according him another 
permission for the performance of i be Nirvapa ? At the time that 
the priest is appointed, the sacrificer already accords him the permis- 
sion to do everything in connection with the sacrifice ; and hence the 
word ^prasava' in the Mantra employed at the NirvUpa is not taken 
as indicating another permission by the sacrificer. In the same man- 
ner, the permission of eating accorded by the passage that lays down 
the purchase of Soma as the limit would be needlessly repeated in the 
•permission accorded by that which lays down the finishing of the Sanstha 
as the limit ; and in order to avoid this, we must admit, either that the 
desisting from eating between the two mentioned limits is a particular 
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penance Ibringing about exeellent results,— or that the latter passage 
permits the eating which lias been prohibited by another (inferred) passage 
which operates between the time included between the two limits. And 
as the permitting of that which has been prohibited gives rise to the 
notion of an option, such a pi’ocess is open to the eightfold discrepancies 
(of an Option, as explained above). 

!Por these reasons, we conclude that the permission is only of that 
which had been set aside as an exception (by the inferred intermediate 
prohibition). That is to say, this intermeciiate passage (whose existence 
we have inferred) serves to lay down, for those who may be desirous 
of certain excellent results, an observance, in the shape of the not- 
eating of the iood of the initiated person (even after he has purchased 
the Soma) ; because before such a passage, the second permission would 
be meaningless ; specially as it cannot be accepted as a distinct Injunction ; 
as in that case we would have to assume an invisible Transcendental 
Result (to follow from the act of eating after the Sanstha has been finished). 
Thus then, the purpose and the object of the two passages (laying down 
the two limits of abstaining from the food of the sacrificer) being entirely 
different, they cannot be said to contradict each other. 

As for the text that enjoins the life of the religious student for 

forty-eight years, this has been mentioned, in tlie Smrtis also, only as an 
alternative course ; or, it may be explained as referring to conditions of life 
othei' than that of the prospective householder ; and as such there is no 
contradiction by this of the said Yedic text. Manu speaks of the person 
having studied tlie tlmee, two or even one Veda, in due order”; and 
from this it is clear that the three alternatives are laid down, either in 
consideration of the diverse capabilities of different students, or as 
referring to different conditions of life. Gautama has also declared that — 
‘‘with a view to the studying of one Veda, the man should remain a 
student for twelve years ” ; and this is the first alternative, laid down for 
those desirous of soon entering into the householder’s state. And as the 
second alternative, he lays down the necessity of leading the student’s life, 
extending to twelve years for each Veda, — thus making up a sum total of 
forty-eight years. 

And iu connection with these alternatives, we can make the following 
distinction ; The longer period has been laid down for those that are either 
blind, or lame, or otherwise incapable of entering npon the duties of the 
householder. For such people, there is either life-long studentship, or a 
life of Renunciation ; and as such, they can very well accept the longer 
course of study, which is thus laid down for them, to prepare them, from 
the very beginning, for their religions life. Because it is only right that 
the Upakurvanaha student (who is incapable of affording any help to 
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others, in the shape of ^vife or children), should spend the greater part of 
his life in long- continued study ; as that 'would endow him with great 
knowledge ; and ns such having all his sins destroyed hy means of pious 
deeds (of ivorship, Jafa and the like), and thereby becoming duly purified 
by means of pure study, he would reach the desirable goal, even if he 
succeeds in fulfilling only a few of the ordinary duties of life. Dvaipayana 
and others have also declared thus — ‘‘ The Brahmana having all his 
duties accomplished by means of pure study, may or may not do any other 
actions ; and he is called a ^Maitra^'BrahmanaJ ” 

Then again, we fi.nd it declared that the daily performance of such ac- 
tions as the study and explanations of the three Vedas and the various Sutras, 
&c . — which go under the name of ‘ Brahnayajna ^ — bring about certain 
results, in the shape of Heaven and the like ; and if these were taken to 
apply to such persons also as are capable of, and entitled to, the performances 
of the various sacrifices, then the Injunctions of these elaborate sacrifices 
(as leading to such results as Heaven and the like) would become abso- 
lutely useless j and consequently we take them as referring to the life-long 
Student and the Renunciate, who are entitled only to such actions as tTapa 
and Meditation j and as the results following from such actions become 
greater by a greater knowledge of the Veda, the Smrtis lay down twelve 
years as the time to be employed in the study of each Veda. 

Or, it may he that if a student turns out to be exceptionally clever, 
and quickly reads up all the four Vedas, not neglecting, within the same 
time, a full comprehension of the meaning of the Veda, he can certainly 
take his stand upon the Injunction-— that the life of the religious student 
should last only so long as the Vedas have not been studied — and can 
accordingly enter into the state of the householder directly {i.e,, even 
before he has completed the twelve years) ; and in the case of this person, 
the particular Injunction has set aside both the injunctions that lay down, 
respectively, twelve and forty-eight years as the extent of studentship. 
Consequently then, (inasmuch as these are only various alternatives laid 
down in accordance with the exigencies of particular circumstances) none of 
them can he cited as an instance of the contradiction of a Vedic text. 

Thus then, we do not find any Smfti text contradicting the Veda ; the 
contradiction that we do meet with is only between two Vedic texts; hut 
this also is capable of being explained in some way or the other. (I) Conse- 
quently, the Sutra (the third) must be taken to signify only the advisability 
of a certain course to be adopted at the time of action (where it is always 
desirable to accept the alternative laid down in the Veda) ; (II) or, if it be 
absolutely necessary to take it as laying down the rejection of the Smrti 
this “ Smrti must he taken to refer to the Smrtis compiled by people 
outside (the pale of Vedic religion). To explain — 
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I, Wifcli a view to offer a salutary advice to the people, wliat Jaimini 
says in the Sidra is that, in a case where we find the Tedic text laying 
down one action, and the /Smr/^ laying down another,— and thus there be- 
ing an apparent contradiction between the two, on that point— it is desirable 
that, in px^actice, we should adopt the course laid down in the Teda. 
(Nor can it be argued that even this would be an indirect rejection of the 
authority of the particular iSmrift text; because) even in the case of the 
alternative Injunctions of the FWAf and the Yara, both of which appear in 
the Veda, if some person continues to employ only one of the two (the 
lam alone, f.i.) at his sacrifices, throughout his life, he does not, by that, 
hecome open to the charge of having rejected the authority of the alterna- 
tive Injunction (of the YriM). In the same manner, even when the 
is found to he possessed of an authority equal to that of the Veda, if one 
adopts the course laid down in the Veda, there is no harm done to the Smrtu 
Thus then, all that is meant is that in cases where the Smrti texts have only 
expressed,^ in other words, the sense of certain Vedic texts, without taking 
the trouble of directly quoting such texts,— they make their authority de- 
pendent upon the inference of the Vedic texts on which they base them- 
selves; the Vedic text, on the other hand, is self-suf&cient in its authority 
which does not depend upon anything else ; and as such this latter be- 
comes more capable of confidence, which makes people have greater faith 
in these, and adopt the course laid down by them, in preference to that 
laid down by the Smrti text. 

Thus then, the Sidra (the third) should also be explained thus : When 
there is a contradiction hekoeen the ideas expressed hij the Vedic text and the 
Sinrth which is independent of all else — (or if we read “ anapeJcshyam^^^ 
that which has not the need of resting upon anything else) — should he 
accepted as aidlioritative^ the word ‘ authoritative ’ being supplied from the 
preceding Sutra ; and this is laid down with a view to the course that is 
advisable to be adopted under the circumstances. 

Thus, we find that we cannot I'easonably accept the absolute z’ejection 
of the Smrti text, when thei’e is every chance of our finding it to be based 
upon an independent Vedic text, to be found in another rescension of the 
Veda. Nor will the adoption of the course laid down in the Smrti 
render the person open to the charge of having neglected the action laid 
down by a direct Vedic text ; because at the time that we actually find, in 
another branch of the Veda, the Vedic text in support of the Smrti^ both 
courses of action would hecome equally authoritative, and as such capable 
of being both accepted as optional alternatives. 

On this, it may be argued that — “ as in the case of the contradiction of 
the Smrti by the Vedic text, we only accept the former to be less trust 
worthy than the latter only (and as such not to he given the preference) ; 
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SO, in the same manner, wlien we find a course of action, laid down in 
anotlier brancli of tlie Yeda opposed to that laid down in our own Yeda, 
the former would be capable of rejection (in favour of the latter, which 
is more trustworthy for us).’’ 

It would certainly be so rejected, so long as it is only known by 
hearsay; when, however, we actually come across it in the Yeda, it does 
not in any way differ from the text met with in our own Yeda. Thus, 
we conclude that the Sutra points out this peculiar relation between the 
Smrti mi^ Yedic texts, that the former is not altogether set aside by the 
latter, nor is it equal to it in its authority. 

II. Or, the Sutras (third and fourth) may he taken as pointing out the 
fact of the unacceptability of the subsequent Smrti compilations on the 
ground of their being opposed to the Yeda, and on account of their origin 
being found in the perceptible causes of Avarice, &c. These Smrtis that 
are not honoured by those who know the Yedas, are: (1) The compila- 
tions of certain texts relating to Bliarma and Adbarma^ by Cdhja^ and the 
propounders of the systems of Sdnhhya, Yoga, Pancardtra, Pdgupata and 
the like, all of which have in them a certain mixture of the Yeda, and 
are hidden under a thin cloak of righteousness, treating of the various 
means of gaining popularity, wealth, respect and fame, and based upon 
the strength of certain visible results, quite unconnected with the Yeda, 
and upon arguments seemingly based upon Sense-perception, Inference, 
Analogy and Apparent Inconsistency; (2) those that lay down certain in- 
structions, with regard to the gaining of a living, but are slightly mixed 
with a Yedic touch, through the mention of such Yedic teachings as those 
of not-killing, truthfulness, self-control, charity, mercy and the like, and 
as treating of certain Mantras and recipes for the treatment of poisons, sub- 
jugation of the wills of other persons (hypnotism), mysteriously sending 
away of other people, &c,, the efficacy whereof are based upon their success 
in a few solitary instances; and (8) the extremely foreign compilations 
that lay down absolutely repugnant practices fit for Mlecchas, such as the 
eating together of many persons, and the like. 

This rejection of the authority of such compilations has not been 
spoken of in any other Adhikaraiia (and as such it cannot be said to be a 
useless repetition, here) ; nor is it altogether unnecessary to explain the 
reasons foi* their rejection ; because the aforesaid compilations have a wide 
circulation ; and as such it is absolutely necessai’y to explicitly deny theii* 
authority, exactly as it is necessary to denounce the use of such current 
incorrect forms of words, as “ Gdiu ” (for GauV) and the like. If we 
altogether disregard such compilations, and do not strongly deny their 
authoritative character, then people might be led to think that their author- 
itativeness is too strong to be set aside, and thence they would come to 
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regard tliem as equal in auilaority (to tlie Veda and tlie compiled 

in accordance with it); or, it may be that people miglit be more easily 
attracted to those Smrtis^ either on account of the apparent beauty of the 
actions laid down by them, or on that of the comparative ease 'witli which 
these actions are pei'formed, or on being misled by their reasonings, or 
under the influence of the evil times we are living in ; and thence men 
would become misled and deluded on all points relating to the various 
sacrifices and sacrificial slaughters, &c. ; which would ultimately be entirely 
renounced; or finding them to be the compilations of Brahmams and 
Ksliatriyas, like Manu and others, even the intelligent and the w^ell-mean- 
ing wonld be led to infer them to be based upon the authority of tlie Veda, 
like the works of Manu, &c.; and as such they would come to accept tlienij 
as laying optional alternatives to the courses of action laid down in the 
Vedas and the Vedic Smrtis, Consequently, even in a case where the de- 
clarations of these would be found to be contradictory to one of 

Manu, people might adopt the course laid down in them (as they would 
consider both courses to he equally authoritative alternatives). 

Until all tlmt is wholly contradictory to the Vedic religion has not 
been duly rejected and set aside, we can have no purity of iJharma (which 
will continue to he mixed up with false semblances of it). Because as for 
the authority afliorded by the acceptance by great men, and by the fact of 
their being handed down by one’s forefathers,— the upholders of these 
anti-Vedic Smrtis also bring these forward in support of their own Smrtis, 
which, they urge, is accepted by great men of other countries. And the 
only reason, that limits one’s choice of different courses of action, lies in 
his own faith; because each man is naturally inclined to follow in the 
path trodden by his own forefathers (and as such authority could be 
equally brought forward by the other party, there would he no means of 
dissuading him from it, until we actually explained why only certain 
Smrtis are to be accepted as autlioritative). 

In connection with the compilations of Manu, &c , some people have 
held that they (at least in the portions that are not found to be supported 
by any Vedic texts) are based upon the Vedic texts that have become lost; 
but against these people, the Baiiddha can very easily assert the fact of 
their Smrtis also being based upon similar texts. For, how could any 
limit he put upon the assumption of such lost texts ? And then, any action 
that may have been accepted by some people for a certain time, — if found 
to be incompatible with the Vedic texts— might be assumed to be based 
upon lost texts ; and as such would come to appear as of equal authority 
with the Veda. And it is witli all this in view that the Sutra lias ex- 
pressly declared that when there is a contradiction, 4h at which contradicts the 
Veda is to be totally rejected* 
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As for tlie fact of these compilatioiis being dependent upon human 
agency, their nphoiders have also accepted it by their admission of the 
fact of tlieir being compiled by particular personages ; and those that have 
listened to their teachings, infer the same from their theory that all words 
are non-eternal (which sets aside the possibility ot any compilations being 
eternal). And as for the support of Vedio authority, inasmuch as they 
consider their own compilations to be equal to the Yeda in their authority, 
they either cannot hear to think of seeking for its support, or feel too 
ashamed to seek it ; and hence they absolutely disown any such origin, 
exactly like ungrateful children who are eventually inclined towards their 
parents, and hence disown their real parentage. 

There is yet another point (of difference between the Smrtis of Manu 
and those of the Banddlias) : In the case of Manu, we find only one text, 
by the way, which is found to be contrary to the Veda; whereas in the 
case of the of the barring a few stray declarations of 

such virtues as self-control, charity and the like, all that they have to say 
is contrary, not only to the Veda, but to the approved conclusions of all 
the fourteen subsidiary sciences; and these latter are also compiled by 
irreligious men like Buddha, whose practices were all opposed to the 
injunctions laid down in the Veda, and were taught to the deluded men of 
the lowest caste, outside the pale of Vedic religion ; and as such, they can 
never even be thought of as based upon the Veda. 

Then again, we find that the Baiiddha teachings were given by one who 
was a born Kshatriya; and as such, he transgressed the duties of his own 
class, ill taking upon himself the works of teaching and receiving prese^its 
(which are the monopoly of the Brahmanas) ; ai^d hence how can we 
believe tliat true Bharma or Duty would be taught by one who has 
transgressed his own Bharma ? It has been well said : ‘ One who is found 
to be doing deeds opposed to a prosperous hereafter, should be shunned 
from a distance; because how can one who deceives himself offer any 
salutary advice to others ?’ Such transgression of Bharma by Buddha is 
clearly mentioned in the Alankarabiiddhi {sb Ba^tddha work), where Bud- 
dha is represented as saying — ‘‘May all the pain proceeding from the 
sins due to the Iron Age, rest in me, and leave humanity at large 
absolutely free 1 And in connection with this, his followers eulogise his 
virtues in the following strains: “For the sake of the well-being of 
humanity, He transgressed his own duties of the Kshatriya, and having 
taken up the duties of the Brahmana, he taught, even to the people out- 
side the pale of Vedic religion, such truths relating to Bharmay as were 
not taught by the Brahmanas who were unable to transgress the prohibi- 
tion ( of such teachings being imparted to outsiders) ; and thus prompted 
by his mercy to others, he even went to the length of transgressing his 
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own Bharma And we actually find His followers Behaving iu a mau= 
ner entirely at variance with the teacbings of the Veda. 

Thus then, inasmuch as we find the authors of these as 

well as their disciples and followers, behaving contrary to the direct 
teachings of the Veda, we cannot bub deny the autliority of the Smrlis 
themselves. Because, as has been shown ^ove, they are professedly 
opposed to the Veda, and hence they have no capacity for leading us to 
assume Vedio texts in their support. 

As for the loss of certain rescensions of the Veda, no such com- 
plete loss would he possible, because the Veda has been proved to be 
eternal. Hor are the Baudciha SmT its foimd to have any other perceptible 
basis. In the case of the Smrti (Maiiu) texts relating to the ITpanay- 
ana, &c., we find them in keeping with the texts ot other branches of the 
Veda; but no such support is possible for such actions (laid down in 
Batiddha Smrtis) as the bowing to the Oaitya, giving of gifts to Qudras 
and the like. And as for assuming any other authoritative basis, we 
have already proved it to he impossible. 

On the other hand, we find that they are largely due to Avarice and 
other such visible causes, in the presence of which, there can be no in- 
fei^ence of any other origin. And as a matter of fact, in the course of 
their teaching of Bharma^ Buddha and others themselves never make 
any assertions that are not supported by arguments based upon actual 
experience. Nor do they, like Gautama and other Vedic Teachers, assert 
their teachings to be based upon the Veda ; on the other hand, they put 
forward many such arguments, as are very far removed from true 
Bharma. 

It is these persons that should not be respected even by words ; and 
they have been denounced (in the Manusmrti) as “ Heretics, Sinners and 
Sceptics.’^ And it is the compilations of these people that Manu and 
others have declared to he fit only for being avoided : Those Smrtis that 

are opposed to the Veda, as also those that have evil tendencies, ail these 
are absolutely useless ; and have their basis iu dark Ignorance.’^ And 
thus it is established that in matters relating to Bharma., such Smrtis 
as are outside the pale of the Veda should bo totally rejected as abso« 
lately devoid of authority. 


Bud of the third Adhiharana. 


ADHIKABANA (i). 

[The BibpenoT authority of the declaration of the 8ubstance'\* 

Sutra (5). If it be urged that, when there is no disturbance 
of the Vedic Injunction, the Smrti text cannot be held to be con- 
tradicted by it,— 

(This Sutra only serves as a means of introducing the next Sutra:, 
which embodies the real Pw'vapahsha of the Adhiharam.) 

As regards the Smrtis dealing with the actions relating to the pur- 
poses of man, we have explained above (in accordance with the Bliashya) 
how they are to be accepted as authoritative, or rejected as unauthoritative, 
according as they are found to be supported, or contradicted, by the’ Veda. 
And under the present A d/t-iAiamna, we proceed to consider those 
texts that deal with the actions in connection with sacrifices-rsuoh for in- 
stance as the Smrti la^yi^i-g down the changing of the sacredthread, 

the rinsing of the mouth, ihe use of the right hand alone and the like, to’ he 
done daring the performance of the sacrifices, laid down in the Veda,, and 
with regard to these we shall only consider whether they are contradictory 
or not to the Veda j and when this has been settled, the author! tativeness; 
or its contrary will be inferred from the preceding Adhiharanai. . . ■ 

[The instances cited here by the Bhashya, are the Smrti texts that lay, 
down the changing of one's sacred thread as soon as it breaks, the rinsing of 
the mouth whenever one sneezes ; and the contradiction that is suspected is. 
that if the saorificer should stop in the middle of the performance of the 
sacrifice, in order to change his thread, then there would be a break in the 
continuity of the saoxnficial routine, which would involve a transgression of. 
the Vedio Injunction. Another instance is that of the Smrti text laying 
down that everything in connection with sacrifices should be done by 
the right hand alone ; and if one were to adhere to this strictly he may. 
not be able to finish all that has to he done quickly, and within the. 
specified time, — which would involve a transgression of the Vedio, ;Iiir 
junction] . 

In the case of these texts, the only standard by which we should 
judge whether they are contrary or not to the Veda, would be the ascertain-? 

22 
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ing wlietber tlie acceptance of the Smrti Injunction would, or would not, 
in any way interfere with the proper accomplishment of the actions laid down 
in the Veda. That is to say, if we find that the changing of the sacred thread, 
as happening in the middle of the sacrificial functions, is either not allowed, 
or distinctly prohibited, by the Vedic texts laying down the action and its 
procedure, then we conclude that there is a contradiction ; if, however, 
we find that such actions enter into the very constitution of the sacrifice, 
helping its accomplishment, like any other ordinary actions mentioned in 
the same context, and are supported by certain Vedic texts, assumed in 
accordance with the Smriisy and do not in any way interfere with anything 
that has been laid down by the Vedic texts in connection with the sacri- 
fice, — then we conclude that there is no contradiction. 

There is yet another way of putting forward the difficulty or doubt 
that has given rise to the Adhikarana: the question being — when there is 
a contradiction between the Smrti text and the Vedic text, it is doubtful 
which is to be accepted as the more authoritative, when it is found that the 
former deals directly with a certain definite entity (in the shape of an Action), 
while the latter (at least that part of it which is found to be interfered 
with by the is found to treat of secondary qualifications; because 

there is a difference in the acceptance of the comparative strength of one 
or the other, when both texts are dealt with merely as the means of cogni- 
tions, from that which is accepted when they are compared with reference 
to what they speak of. That is to say, we have already decided as to 
which of the two is to he accepted as of greater authority, when the Sm^Hi 
and the P'edie texts are found to contradict each other; hut when it happens 
that the contradiction is between a qualification or property on one side, 
and a definite entity or substance on the other, then it is to the latter that 
preference is shown; as will be explained under XII-ii-25. For 

instance, in the case in question, the Smrti texts do not in any way tend 
to set aside or reject any definite action laid down in the Veda; as for the 
order or time in which the actions are to be performed (which alone is found 
to be interfered with by the Smrti texts) , these are always acknowledged 
to be the qualifications of the main substance of the Action. Thus then, 
if in this also, we depend upon the comparative strength of the Smrti 
and the Veda generally considered as authoritative (means of knowledge), 
then, even though the Order, &c., of the Actions, being the qualifications, are 
weaker than the rinsing of the mouth, <&c., which, as distinct Actions, are the 
stronger, — ^yet, inasmuch as the former are laid down by the Veda, which 
by itself is possessed of a stronger authoritativeness than that of the 
Smrti, the latter Actions will necessarily have to be set aside by consider- 
ations of the Order, &o., of the performance of the sacrifice. If, however, 
we accept the comparative strength as between the subject-matter of the 
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two texts, then, inasmucli as the definite actions of riming^ &c., will always 
be stronger than the Order ^ ^c., which are mere qualifications of Actions, 
even though the former are laid down by the which by itself is 

weaker in authority than the Yeda, — yet being definite Actions, they will 
set aside the qualifications of the Order ^ &c,, which, as qualifications, are in 
themselves the weaker of the two. 

The question being thus stated, the answer that suggests itself is that 
these Smrti texts, that lay down certain actions in connection with the 
Yedic sacrifices, are not contradictory to the Yeda ; because the perform- 
ance of the actions laid down by them does not interfere with the perform- 
ance of the Yedic sacrifice. Because, in the cases of the six means of as- 
certaining the meaning of Yedic Injunctions — namely. Direct Assertion, In- 
direct Implication, Context, Syntactical Connection, Position and Name , — 
among which there is a difference in the authority of each of them, — even 
when that which is pointed out by the strongest of these has been accepted 
as the principal course, all that is indicated by the others are not totally 
discarded, but accepted as helping, in their secondary or subordinate char- 
acter, the Primary Action ; and as such come to be taken along with the pro- 
cedure, &o. of the Action as laid down in certain scattered passages; in the 
same manner, (just as in the case of the above six) also when the seventh 
means of knowledge, in the shape of the Smrti, or a long-established 
usage, liappens to lay down certain actions, these may be accepted, as 
helping the Final Result, by being taken along with the Procedure of the 
Primary Yedic Action ; even as certain actions laid down by Ithe Smrti 
(the Ashtaha for instance) are accepted as the direct means to a final Re- 
sult. That is to say, as no limit has been fixed to the help that may be 
accorded to the accomplishment of the Final Result, by means of various 
methods and processes, — whatever method or process may be pointed out 
by whatever means of knowledge or authority, as helping in the accom- 
plishment of that Result, it is accepted to be subsidiary to the Primary 
Action. Thus then, the rinsing of the month, &c., may, in accordance with 
this argument, be rightly accepted as subsidiary to the Primary Sacrifice ; 
(and as such there need be no contradiction). 

On this we have the following Purvapaksha : 

Sutra (6). ** This cannot be ; because the limit is fixed by the 
Scriptures.” 

That is to say, as the limit of all set Yedic Actions is distinctly fixed 
‘^by the Veda itself, any addition of new Actions will mean an exceeding of 
‘‘ its proper bounds ; and who can transgress with impunity a limit that has 
been fixed by the Yeda ? - ' 
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, ‘‘ The limili of Actions is fixed by the Scriptures in three ways r (1) 
by laying down a definite order in whicb the various actions are to be 
“ performed ; (2) by distinctly laying down the extreme limits of the Action 
“itself; and (3) by laying down the necessity of finishing the Action 
“quickly (within a certain limited period of time). And this Scriptural 
“ limit will certainly be transgressed (by the intrusion of such actions as 
“the rinsing of the mouth and the like). Because the Time, Limit and 
“the Order of the Primary Action, having been definitely laid down by 
“' means of the two sets ot the six-fold means of ascertaining the details of 
“ Vedio Actions Direct Assertion, Indirect Implication, Syntactial Con- 

“ nection, Context, Position and Kame forming one set, and Direct Decla- 
“ ration, Meaning, Context, Position, Pxnncipal Action and its Procedure 
“forming the other),— -if any sncli actions as are laid down either by the 
^ySmrtiSy on by long-established usage, were to be inserted in the middle of 
“ a Vedic sacrifice, these would certainly lead to the transgression of the 
“ aforesaid Order^ &o. 

“It is distinctly laid down in the Vedic text that points out the 
IVmethod of performing sacrifices, that no actions in connection with the 
Principal Sacrifice are to be separated from it, in point of time. But 
“ if, in the middle of the performance of such a Principal Action, we were 
“ to intrude certain actions laid down either by the or by usage, or 

“ if we were to, stick to the injunction of using the right hand alone 

“ and thereby causing unnecessary delay in the main sacrifice, there would 
“certainly be a disturbance of the aforesaid proximity of the original 
“.subsidiary actions with the Main Action; and the delay would cause the 
“ transgression of the laws that lay down the morning or the mid-day as the 
“ proper time for all Yedic Actions. The order of Actions is ascertained 
“ by means of Direct Declaration, Meaning, Context, Position, Principal 
“Action, and the Procedure of the Action itself (as explained in the Fourth 
^\Adliyaya) \ and this Order, as affecting the Yedic Actions, having the 
“ limits of their acceptance and authority duly recognised, would certainly 
“ 1)0 disturbed by the intrusion of the rinsing of the mouth after sneezing. 

“The same may be said with reference to the SmrH Injunction of 
“putting on a fresh sacred thread, if, through continued bodily work, it 
“happen to slip off the body. 

“ And again, the intervening performance of the actions laid down in 
“ the Smrtiy has no fixed order laid down by the Yeda; and for the order 
“and the limit of the Yedic Sacrifice, we do not admit of any authority 
“save the Yeda itself* Therefore, in order to get together all the subsidi- 
“arj actions, in connection with the main sacrifice, without neglecting the 
“ least amongst them, it is absolutely necessary for the priests to ascertain 
“ the limits of the various Minor Actions constituting the Main Sacrifice, 
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recognised by taeaos of Direct Assertion, Implication, &c. Consequently, 
*‘i£ he bappens to perform, in the middle, an action laid down by the 
Smrti ^ — which was hot known before as one to be performed, and which 
“ has cropped up only subsequently, — then, there would certainly be a trans- 
gression of the Order, &c., that has been ascertained before ; and thereby 
he would be unable to ascertain exactly what he has done and what he has 
‘‘ left undone (of the Main Sacrifice) ; and thus, being extremely suspicious 
“ of the incomplete character of his sacrifice, he would fail to achieve the 
“confidence of having duly accomplished it; and thereby the potency of 
“the Final Besult having been extremely weakened, the fruit of the 
“ action accruing to him would come to be much lessened in quality, as 
“ well as in quantity. But the potency of the Final Result has been duly 
“ pointed out by the Injunction as taken along with the Arthavdda passage ; 
“ and as such it can never bear a single jot of abatement ; consequently it 
“necessarily rejects the Smrti texts laying down such intrusions, 

‘‘ (Or, the Sufra may be interpreted in a different manner). As the 
“ limits and number of the subsidiary sciences of the Veda have been defi- 
“ nitely restricted to the Teachings and Commentaries in connection with 
“ it, which are fixed within certain limits, there is no room for any other 
“ science (as the Smiti) being admitted as another subsidiary to it. In 
“ connection with any Vedic sacrifice, all the actions that are laid down are 
“ understood as to be performed simultaneously; and as such the pxuestsgo 
“ through all the actions with a hurry (in order to preserve the simulta- 
“ neity as far as possible) ; but as an absolute simultaneity is an impossi- 
“ bility, tbe Vedic text that lays down the procedure permits only such 
‘‘ del^y (and consequent separation of the various actions), as is absolutely 
necessary, between tbe end of one action and the beginning of another. 
“ Hence, if one were to make an unnecessary delay, even wlien he were able 
‘‘ to avoid it, then such transgression could never be allowed to pass with 
“ impunity, by the direct Vedic assertion of the particular Procedure. 
“ Thus then, we conclude that as the said Smrtis disturb the three-fold 
Order of the Vedic Actions, the performance of such actions as the rinsing- 
** of the mouthy &c., (in the course of sacrifices) cannot but be rejected as 
contradictory to the Veda.” 


SlDDHlNTA. 

Sutra (7). Bat when we do not find any cause for (the enjoin- 
ing of) such actions, we conclude them to be of use (at the 
sacrifice). 

Or, this 8i^tra may be taken to extend up to “ teshvadarganadvirodkasya*' 
(hecmm we do not perceive any contradiction in them)% which the Bimshyd 
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lias transferred to the next Sutra; specially sbs the next Sutra already con- 
tains tlie word ^ Vtjpraizpattz/ which signifies the.(absenGe of) contradzction, it 
would be useless to add the aforesaid clause to it; while, on the other hand, 
m the present Sutm^ it is absolutely necessary to deny the 
which has been urged in the Furvapahsha. B ven if the clause had some use 
in the next Suira^ we could take it with both Sutras hy means of transference, 
Just as the single eye of the crow is transferi’ed from one socket to the other. 

(The Sutra is thus explained). Inasmuch as we do not find any visible 
cause for such actions as the rinsing of the mouth and the like, we cannot 
hold them to be in any way contradictoi'y to the order of actions laid down 
in the Veda. When we find a certain Smrti text to be debarred by its con - 
tradiction of the Veda, from all chance of having any basis in this latter,-™ 
and then, if we could find out some other visible cause (as Greed, &c.,) 
which could be pointed out as possibly being the origin of the particular 
text, — then, in that case, a very slight effort (of argumentation) would 
lead us to ascertain its absolute unanthoritativeness. But in a case where no 
such visible cause is perceptible (or even assumable), we cannot but admit 
that, inasmuch as it is not found to have its origin in any such cause (as 
Greed, &c.), the Smrti text cannot but have its basis in the Yeda. 

In the case of the Smrti texts laying down such actions as the rinsing 
of tlie mouthy &c., we cannot attifibute them to any such cause as Desire 
Greed, Anger, Aversion, Shame, &c., the possibility of which would have 
barred all their chance of having their origin in the Veda. Thus then, not 
finding the origin of the Smrti text anywhere else, we admit of its origin 
lying in the Yeda ; and as such even if it is found to contradict any parti- 
cular Yedio text, it does not, on that account, lose all its authority. As 
for the Limits the Order and the Time that have been specified for each 
sacrifice, by particular Yedic texts, inasmuch as these are the qualifica- 
tions of the Action, they are unable to set aside the authority of the Smrti 
texts, which lay down the Actions themselves, which are stronger than the 
former Limit, ^c., which should have been the stronger, on account of their 
being mentioned in Yedic texts (if they were not the qualifications of 
Actions, and as such of lesser importance than the Actions themselves). 

It may be argued that — ** inasmuch as it is the comparative strength 
of the Veda and the Smrti, considered solely as the means of knowledge, 
that is considered beforehand, it would seem that the conclusion arrived 
at by this consideration has a decided preference over that arrived at hy the 
subsequent consideration of the comparative authoritativeness of their 
subject-matter. (That is to say, when it has been concluded beforehand 
that the Yeda has an authority greater than that of the Smrti, we must not 
give up this conclusion even if the Yeda text be found to deal with quali- 
fications, and the Smtrti, with Actions).’^ 
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la reply to tliis we add— There is no inherent contradietion betweeii 
the Veda and the 8mri% taken by themselves ; nor is their strength oom- 
pared with regard to themselves solely as two means o£ knowledge ; all 
these eonsiderations, as well as all the contradiction that there may be, is 
only with regard to the matter that they may severally deal with. That 
is to say, it is only when we find the matter dealt with hy them, to be contra« 
dictory to each other, that we conclude that there is a contradiction between 
the two means of knowledge themselves. Therefore, as a matter of fact, the 
comparative aufchoritativeness of their subject-matter is ascertained at 
the very moment that they are found to be contradictory to each other. 
And (when considering this comparative anthoritativeness of their subject- 
matter), when we have once definitely ascertained the faofe of the qualifica- 
tions of Actions being of lesser impoi’tanoe than the Actions themselves, — 
even if these qualifications happen to be supported by Vedio texts (as in the 
case in question), — they do not regain their authority (in preference to that 
of the Actions) ; and conversely, when we have once ascertained the fact 
of the Actions being of greater importance than the qualifications, even if 
these actions happen to be based upon the weaker authority of the 
they do not lose their authority (in prefei’ence to that of the qualifications). 
Because it is only that which is absolutely and always without any autho- 
rity, that can be totally set aside ; in all other cases, authoritafciveness and 
unauthoritativeness are always correlative. 

Thus then, when the authority of a certain Smrti text has been ascer- 
tained on the ground of the superior authority of its subject-matter, this 
authority cannot be set aside by any considerations of the comparative 
anthoritativeness of the Smrti and the Veda, considered by themselves, 
as two means of knowledge, independently of their subject-matter. But, 
on the other hand, though the subject-matter of the Vedic text be found 
to be of lesser authority, yet that does not totally set aside the authority 
of the Vedic text itself; because the Smrti losing all its strength in 
imparting a greater importance to its subject-matter, it can never be able 
to reject the text as well ; specially as in opposition to the Vedio text, 
it is enough concession to the Smrti that it is not itself completely reject- 
ed; and as for the setting aside of any Vedic text, the greatest of Smrtis 
can never do that. 

As a matter of fact, however, two Actions can be said to contradict 
each other only when they are based upon equal authorities, and are laid 
down as to be performed at one and the same time ; in the case in question, 
however, we find none of these two conditions of contradiction ; and hence 
we conclude that there is no real contradiction. Because the considerations 
of Time, Limit and Order always come at the end of all the Actions (the 
Primary as well as the Secondary) ; while the Actions, even though based 


176 


TANTRA-YABTIKA— ABHYIyA I— PADA III — ADHI IV. 


Upon a lesser authority, have tlieir. turn long before them. Because it is only 
wlien the Actions have been performed that we stop to consider the Order in 
which they are performed ; and the Order that has been directly perceived 
with regard to the Actions that have already appeared, — by what could this 
ascertained Order be set aside ? Specially as being the qualification of the 
Actions, and as such appearing after these, the Order is held to be of 
secondary importance in the performance of the Actions. 

As for the Limits that has been definitely laid down with regard to 
the Yedic Actions, it is never found to he laid down directly by any 
Yedic text; it is only indirectly implied by the necessity of not for- 
getting any the smallest action that forms part of the sacrifice; and 
as this Limit is always perceptible by itself, it is always accepted as 
subsequently including the Actions that may have been performed (during 
the sacrifice) in accordance with the SmrtitQxt^ (and as such the perform- 
ance of these latter need not necessarily be a contradiction of the order 
of the Yedic Action). That is to say, the Limit of an Action is not defined 
by any means of knowledge ; hence we could accept the unflinching autho- 
rity of the declaration of a certain Limit, only if it was found that, apart 
from this declaration of the Limit, there were no other means of avoiding the 
missing of any Actions daring the performance of the sacrifice. But even 
when such is actually found to be the case, it often happens that at certain 
sacrifices, even before we have come to the end of the Limit directly laid down 
by the Yedic Injunction, we admit the more extensive limits of Actions 
that are pointed out (as subsidiaries to the main Action) by the various 
means of Direct Assertion, Implication, Context &c. ; and when admit 
the limits laid down by these latter, there is no reason why those pointed 
out by Smrti texts and well-established usage should not be equally accep- 
ted. (And the admission of the Actions laid down in the Smrits being 
quite in keeping with the character of the Yedic sacrifices, these Smrtis 
cannot be said to be in any way contradictory to the limits laid down for 
the Yedic Actions). 

Time too is only a soeondary element in the performance of sacrifices ; 
and as such comes to be considered only at the end of all the Actions ; con- 
sequently, the limitations of Time that are laid down will always include that 
taken up by the performance of the Actions laid down in the Smrti texts 
as well. Because the Time that is laid down is that with regard to the per- 
formance of the main Action, together with all its subsidiaries . — whether 
these be laid down in the Yeda or in t]ie3mrti; and because it is with 
reference to such Principal Actions as have many subsidiaries, that it has 
been laid down, that it is not proper to separate them from (any of) their 
subsidiaries. 

For these reasons, we conclude that inasmuch as tbe time that is 
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specified is with reference to the finishing of all the Actions--from what- 
ever source their injunction may have emanated in connection with the 
main Action, — it cannot he said to be contradicted by the performance of 
any of the subsidiary Actions therein included ; and it is this non-'percB'ption 
of any conirailicMon of these — Order, Time and Limit — that is meant by the 
clause ‘‘ tBshvadargafiMvirodhasya ; or this clause may be explained as 
referring to non-perceptt07i of any mitradiciion in the perfoi^manoe of 
these, — Binsing of the mouth 

Then again, such purificatory actions as the Binsing of the mouth, as also 
the loeaTing of the sacred thread, are not independent Actions by themselves 5 
they are only subsidiary actions meant to help in the proper accomplish- 
ment of the main Action ; and as such, their performance cannot be taken 
as an interference in the Piuncipai Action. That which can interfere in 
the course of one Action must always be an independent Action which is 
equal in authority to the former Action, and is notin any way subsidiary 
to it ; and there can be no interference by an Action that is of a subsidiary 
character, and always serves to bring about the proper accomplishment 
of the main Actions. For instance, after having prepared the bundle of 
the Kuga grass, the Action that is laid down in the Vedas as to be performed 
next is the 'preparation of the Sacrijical Altar ; but if, after the former action 
has been finished, the priest happens to sneeze, and he performs the con- 
sequent rinsing of the mouth, he is said to be engaged in the preparing of the 
Altar ; and the reason is that if he prepared the Altar, without rinsing the 
mouth after sneezing, there would be a certain impurity in it, and its pre- 
paration would not be properly accomplished ; and as the rinsing of the 
mouth would only serve to remove this impurity and to make the Altar per- 
fect, it could not be said to have interfered tliiQ preparing of the Altar 
(and thus the Order of the Vedio Actions). It is with a view to this that the 
Bhdshya has said — such Actio^is as the riiuing, 8f^c», do not become the interfer- 
ing agents in the performance of the Vedic Action^ For, if this assertion 
were made without the acceptance of the fact of these Actions being 
subsidiary to the Main Action, it would evince a sad lack of philosophic 
insight. 

Thus then, such actions as the Rinsing of the Mouth &c. being found 
to be forming parts of the main Action itself, they cannot be said to be 
contradictory to the texts that lay down the Order, Limit and Time of the 
performance, — all these coming to be considered only after the Action 
with all its subsidiaries has been duly accomplished. 
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[The above is an eoaposUton of the AdMharana, in accordance with the inUT’^ 

fretation of the Bhdshya, And as this is not in heeding with the 

Author^ s own view of the last turn Adhilmranas^ he ^proceeds to take the 

three foregoing SHtras in a different sense,'] 

It is not quite correct to cite the tvearmg of the sacred thread as an 
action contrary to the Vedio Sacrifice. Because it is directly mentioned 
by the Veda, in connection with the Barga-Ftmiamasa Sacrifice, that the 
wearing of the thread is a mark of godliness, which lays down its wearing 
as a necessary accompaniment of the sacrifice. The wearing of the thread 
has also been laid down as a general rule, in the Katha Eescension (of the 
Yajnrveda\ where it is laid down, not with reference to any particular sac- 
lifice, but as a necessary accompaniment of all sacrifices, as well as Vedic 
studies ; says the text in question : “ It was by meam of the Brasrta 
Sacrifice that the gods subdued the Asnras ; and it was because the Asuras 
did not "employ the Prasrta Sacrifice that they were subdued by the gods ; 
a Prasrta sacrifice is that which is performed by a sacrifice!* with the 
sacred thread; and an Aprasrta Sacrifice is that which is done without 
the thread ; if the Brahmana reads with the sacred thread on, he is per- 
forming a sacrifice by that act ; therefore one must always wear the sacred 
thread when reading, sacrificing, or helping at the sacrifices of others ; as 
it is thus that the Prasrta character of the sacrifice is duly accom- 
plished/V 

Similarly with regard to the Injunction of the rinsing of the mouthy we 
meet with the following text, which lays down such rinsing ; “ Having his 
sacred thread hanging from the left shoulder, on the right side, the sacrificer 
should wash his hands, and thrice rinse his mouth, wiping it twice, and 
touching, once, his forehead, eyes, ears, and breast ; as by that, the Atharvdn- 
girasas^ the BrUhmanas, tlie Itihasas, the Purdnas^ the Kalpas, the Gdthds, 
and the Naragansis, all become delighted in him ; he should then spread the 
grass, put his hands between the knees, and then sitting down with liis 
face to the East, he should begin to read the Veda/' And though this 
passage occurs in connection with the Brahmayajna (the daily duties of 
the Brahmana), yet it distinctly points out the necessity of the rinsing of 
the mouth whenever the Veda has to be recited; and as such it comes to 
be recognised as a necessary accompaniment of all Vedic utterance; and 
as all sacrifices are accompanied by the recitation of Vedio mantras, we 
conclude the rinsing to be a necessary accompaniment of the sacrifice itself. 
Secondly the Vedic text, that “the mouth does not become impure by 
the tasting of the Soma,” prohibiting the rinsing of the mouth after one 
has drunk the Soma, distinctly points out the necessity of the rinsing at all 
other times (whenever any impurity attaches to the mouth). 
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As for the Injunction tkat *one skould perform all actions l»y 

the rigkt hand alone/ it is an accepted general rale tkat it is the rigkt 
hand alone tlmt is to he always used at tke sacrifices, except in tke few 
cases wkere it is distinctly laid down tkat tlie left hand is to be used, and 
in wkick tke rigkt hand is not used at all ; and tkere is no doubt as to the 
use of tke right band in all other cases. And we meet with tke passage-^ 
“ As tke right hand, so is also the sacrifice to tke gods ” — wkick occurs in con* 
uection with tke Injunction that tke sacrificial altar is to be made sloping 
either to tke East or to tke ITortk ; and the said simile could be possible 
only if tke using of tke right hand were as necessary for the correct per* 
formance of tke sacrifices, as tke fact of tke sacrifices tkemselres being 
offered to tke gods. 

And thus we find tkat none of tke three SmrH texts, cited by tke text, 
should have been brought forward as contradicting Vedic Injunctions. 

For these reasons, we conclude that the present is not to be taken as a 
distinct Adhiharana, and that tke three Sutras may be interpreted as bring-^ 
ing forward and refuting certain objections against the preceding AdM- 
karanas. 


Tke Fifth Sutra may he interpreted as follows: ‘‘That which doe^ 
“ not contradict any Yedic Injunction, and wkick is not unpleasing to good 
“men, suck a declaration of the Buddha, &c.-—'as for instance, tke injunc- 
“ tions of tke founding of resting places and public gardens, of dispassion, 
“meditation, practice, non-slaugkter, truthfulness, cbarity, aud the like — 
“can be accepted as authoritative, without any fear of contradicting tke 
“Veda” 

If this be urged by tke opponent, then — deny this; hecame of the 
numher of authoritative Scriptures being limited. {Sutra 6). 

Tkat is to say, tke number of authoritative Scriptures has been limited 
to tke ‘ fourteen or eighteen sciences, wkick alone are acknowledged by all 
good men to have any authority with regard to Dharma ; and these fourteen 
sciences include tke Vedas with its Angas and TJpUngas, tke eighteen 
Bharmasamhitas and Bur anas, tke Ciksha, and tke JDandaniti. And we 
do not find tke works of Buddha and others included among these. 
And even if we find in them certain facts in keeping with the said Scrip- 
tures, yet, as this might be only a pretence for doing something else (delud- 
ing people into Atheistic paths), we cannot accept- it as having any- bind- 
ing authority with regard to Dharma. Just as if a Pandit, when presenting 
tke method of performing a certain expiatory rite as laid down by Mann, 
were to quote corroborative verses either composed by himself or by others, 
then (even tkongU the subject-matter would be all right, in keeping with 
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the laws of Mann, yet, no person witli any true regard for i}Aama, 
go to him for the prescription. 

And it is a fact ascertained once for all, that in matters relating to 
Dharmaf accept as authoritative, the assertions only of those persons 
whose names, which as are eternal, are mentioned in the Yedas as 

of the propounders of Dtoma, — persons who are found to he expounding 
the DharmUi in each succeeding Manvantario cycle. As for instance, we 
find the passage in the Veda that, the Eh verses of which Mann is the 
5shi are the and in continuation of this, it is declared 

whatever Manu said was the very medicine of medicines;’’ and what is 
meant hy this is that the expiatory rites that Manu laid down are as 
effective in destroying sin, as medicine is in removing the disease. 

N’or can the mention of the name of Manu in the Veda be said to be 
a mere similarity of sound (and not as the mention of the name of any 
person) [as has been held under Sutra I-— i— «31] ; because it is quite pos- 
sible for a name to be mentioned in the Veda, even though it is eternal ; 
because just as in each sacrifice there is a priest (who is mentioned by 
name in the Veda), so also in each Mamantara there is a Manu ; as it is 
declared by Mann himself that in each Ma^ivaw^am, there is a different 
SmftL And we know as a matter of fact, that there have been fourteen 
Manus, in all the cycles, that have gone by. Thus then there is every 
possibility of there being a compilation by Manu in each cycle. And as 
such the continuous succession of Manus being unbroken (and as such as 
good as eternal), there is nothing incongruous in the person being men- 
tioned by name in the eternal Veda, which, in speaking of his declarations, 
does not necessarily become non-eternal ; just as in each sacrifice there 
being sixteen priests (and this has always been the case, since time im- 
memorial), the Veda does not become non-eternal, hy laying down the du- 
ties of these priests. To this effect, it has been said — ^just as in each suc- 
ceeding season, we find the marks of the same season in the past appear- 
ing ; so in the same manner, the entities that have existed in one cycle, are 
found to appear in another cycle. Thus it is that though the Itihasas and 
the Furanas are known to he composed by human authors, yet we find 
them mentioned, as sciences, in the Veda, which is itself without begin- 
ning. As we read in the {Chandogya) Upanishad (Narada saying to 
Sanatkumara). “ Sir, I shall study the Rgveda^ the Yajurveda^ the Smia-^ 
veda^ and the fourth Atliarvaveda, and also the fifth, ItiMsas and Furdnas.^^ 
Thus then, we conclude that in matters relating to Bliarma, we 
accept as authoritative, the declarations of only such persons as are men- 
tioned in the Vedic mantras and Artliavddas^ as being the authors of the 
propounded sciences, such authors being mentioned by names which re- 
main fixed, among all the endless changes of cycles and Manvantaras, 
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(And in fhis we Bave the indirect support of the Fedaalso ; as for instance) 
we find in the Veda, that after having laid down the expiatory rites to be 
performed, on the failure of such sacrificial accessories as ai^e laid down in 
the J^gYeda, it is added: ‘If there be a failure of something that is un- 
known/— -and then another rite is laid down ; and this latter ‘ failure ' must 
be taken as that of something that has been laid do wn, as necessary, in the 
works of these Vedic authors ; because all that is laid down in the Teda, is 
knowndirectly from the Veda itself, and as such, could not have been 
spoken of as “ unknown;” and if we did not accept the authoritativeness 
of such^mr^^ works as are said to be based upon the Veda, but whose ori- 
ginal Vedic texts have not been found,— -then nothing that is of unknown 
authority could be possibly done at any sacrifice (as it is only that which 
is known as duly authorised that is performed at sacrifices) ; and then 
there could have been no use of laying down an expiatory rite for the failure 
of the “ unknown.” 

From these considerations, we conclude that Dharma brings about its 
due results, only when it is understood with the help of those scriptures 
that are recognised to he not incapable of having their basis in the Veda. 
On the other hand, just as we do not admit that knowledge of Dharma 
to be true, which is obtained from an improper study of the Veda, 
or as learnt merely from the written book (without the help of a qualified 
teacher), or as learnt by the Cudra , — so in the same manner, in the case of 
such Authors as are known to have a conduct against the teachings of the 
Veda, even when some of their declarations are found to be in keeping 
with the teachings of the Veda, we do not accept them as the valid means 
of knowing Dharma, And we also find it distinctly mentioned in the 
Furdnas that during the Iron Age, pakya and others would disorganise 
the whole fabric of Dharma. Under the circumstances how can we listen 
to anything that they may have to say ? And just as the powdered 
alum sprinkled on melting gold, disappears in the gold, so even the few 
Vedic truths that we find in their works are so mixed up with the rest^ 
that they lose themselves in these, and so become equally unacceptable to 
us. That is to say, the few Veclic truths that are in them are found in 
the very midst of such misrepresentations of Dharma, as are based by 
them npon such arguments as — ‘ the Analogy based upon Similarity of 
Actions’ (i.e., as the sacrifice causes pain to the animal, it must result in 
pain to the saci’ificer), ‘ Inference from generals,’ (i.e., the Vedic slaughter 
is as sinful as ordinary slaughter), and ‘Apparent Inconsistency,’ (i.e., as 
pain is the only result of sin, the experiencing of much pain destroys a 
large amount of sin) ; and as such they are as milk put in the skin of the 
dog ; and hence they are useless and incapable of commanding our confi* 
dence. Consequently, so long as even such truths are found only in the 
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works of the and not in any of the ahoTe-enumerated Vedic 

Sciences, they remain unacceptable to ns. And when they come to be 
fonnd in any parts of these Sciences themselves, then, as we get at a full 
knowledge of the truths by means of these very Soiences, the works of 
pikya and others remain nseless for ns. 

Therefore, we conclude that all that is apart from the Vedic Sciences 
ennmerated above, we do not accept as having any anthority in matters 
relating Dliarma; and as sncb, they are to be totally rejected. 


Then, we have the Seventh Sutra-y which means that, those actions with 
regard to xohich we cannot find any perceptible cause, and are yet found to he 
perforniedy must he recognised as Dharma. And this Sutra is to be taken as 
forming an Adhikarana by itself, treating of the authoritative character of 
the practice of good men, of which we are going to cite a few instances, 
which will he shown to be the means of the accomplishment of the three 
ends of man (^.e., all except Final Deliverance). 

Among good men also, we find some behaving contrary to the Law, 
jnst like the Doctors leading unhealthy lives ; and as such their practice 
fails to command our full confidence ; and yet the fact of the act being 
done by a wise man would point to the fact of its being in accordance with 
a certain Vedic text ; and thus, there being a doubt with regard to the 
authoi’itative character of such practice, the Furvapahshz would bring 
forward, against it, all the argufiients urged by him under the first Sutra 
of this P^da, or, in some cases, those under the third Sutra, 

The Purvap}aksha, 

“ Even in the practice of good men, we often find a transgression of 
** Dharmay and also certain extremely bold excessess as in the cases of Pra- 
** japati, Indra, Ya^ishtha, Vi^vamitra, Tudhishthira, Ershna D?aipaya- 
“na, Bhishma, Dhrtarashtra, Vasud§va, Arjuna and others, as also of 
'^mauy good men of our own days. 

“For instance, (1) we find Prajapati falling in an incestuous love 
“ with his own daughter, Usha; (2) Indra, as also Eahusha in his place, 
' “ is said to have committed adultery ; (3) Vayishtha, when stricken down 
“ with grief on the death of his hundred sons, is said to have contemplated 
“a terrible excess, in the shape of suicide; (4) Yi^vamitra helped a Gan- 
“ data (Tyshanku) to perform a sacrifice ; (5) Pururavas thought of com* 
“mitting suicide, when Urva 9 i left him; (6) Kyshna Dvaipayana, who 
**^wag under the vow of lifelong celibacy, brought forth children from tlie 
“wives of his younger brother, Yicitravirya ; (7) Blushma led a life con- 
“ trary to all caste-regulations; and did an irregularity in performing sacri- 
“fices, even though lie was unmarried; (8) Dhrfcarashtra, though blind 
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‘‘ (and as suoli not entitled to fclie performance of any sacrifice), performed 
many sacrifices, and that too with the wealfeli amassed by his brother 
“ Pandn (to which he had no rightful claim); (9) Yndhislithira married a 
‘‘wife that had been won by his younger brother (Arjana),.and told a 
‘‘ base lie with the sole motive of causing the death of his own Brah- 
“ mana-Preceptor ; (10) Yasudeva and Arjuna are said to have been drunk 
“to excess. : . 

“Among the people of modern days we find the Brahmana women of 
“ the countries of Ahioohatra and Mathura to he addicted to drinking ; the 
“ people of the North carry on the business of giving, and accepting in gift, 

“ buying and selling, lions, horses, mules, asses, camels and the animals with 
“ two rows of teeth ; and they are also used to eating in the same dish with 
“ their wives, children and friends; the people of the South marry the daugh- 
“ ters of their maternal uncles, and partake of food while sitting upon 
“ chairs; while among the people of the North, as well as of the South, there 
“ are many such instances of gross transgression, as the partaking of the 
“food left by one’s friends or relations, taking of beetles touched by people 
“ of all castes, the non- washing of the mouth after meals, the wearing of 
“ clothes brought directly from the back of the washerman’s ass, the keeping 
“ in society of people committing the greatest crimes, with the sole exception 
“of killing a Brahmana; and we also find endless minute transgressions of 
the appertaining to each man’s family or caste, 

“ Then again, the practices of the good people of different countries 
“ are mutually contradictory ; and many of these practices have their origin 
“ in such visible causes as those of greed and the like. And certainly 
“people can have no confidence in such diverse practices, as having any 
“ authority relating to DMrma. 

“ And further, you think those people as whose conduct is good; 
“ and you hold that conduct to be good which consists in the acts of these 
“ people ; and thus there being an interdependence, none of the two 
“ can be definitely ascertained. 

“ It may be urged that ‘Manu and others have also spoken of the 
“practices of good men as an authority for Dharma;* but then, they have 
“ also mentioned the agent’s own inner satisfaction as having an autho- 
“rity; and certainly there can be no fixity to this (satisfaction); be- 
“ cause, as a matter of fact, we find that different people have differ- 
“ ent causes for inner satisfaction, on account of the diversities in their 
“ habits and dispositions, — some people being satisfied by the performance 
“ of good deeds, some by that of bad ones, while others, by that of snch 
“ Actions as are neither good nor had. As an instance of people feeling sat- 
“ isfied in the doing of evil, we have pakya, the Buddha, who was quite 
“ pleased with himself at finding faults and arguments against the Yeda and 
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“ the Brcihmanas. And again, we find that the are saijisfied by 

‘*the performance of sacrifices at which animals are slaughtered ; while 
the very same actions give pain to the Bauddhas, who have a great aversion 
^‘to them. Similarly too, certain ^ra^ma^as are quite satisfied at eating 
“the food given by the Qiidra; the people of the Southarehappy when they 
“ get a chance of marrying the daughter of their maternal uncle ; while other 
“ people are averse to such acts, considering them to be most sinful. 

“ And just as the fact of the agent’s satisfaction being a highly fickle 
“ standard leads us to put a different interpretation to Mann’s declaration of 
“ such satisfaction being an authority for Dharma, — so, in the same manner, 
“we regard the declaration of the authoritative ness of the practice of good 
“ men as to be interpreted in some such different manner. And again, the 
“authors of the Smrt is (Manu and others), in laying down the authori- 
“tative character of the Practice of good men, without having found a 
“ basis for these in the Veda, do not show themselves to a very great advan- 
“tage; hence the declarations of such authoritative character must be 
“ held to have some other meaning. 

“ Then again, all good men, to become good, should frame their con- 
“ duct according to the injunctions of the Smriis; otherwise, by acting 
“by themselves, independently of these, they would become decidedly had, 
“ andnotgfood. Because, for the practices of good people we find no basis 
“ in the Veda; but if there were any such authority in the Veda, such prac- 
“tices would have been laid down in tbe Smrtis (and not left to rest upon 
“the sole authority of the conduct of good men.) And thus, there being 
“no basis for the practices of good men, these are to be rejected (as having 
“no authority in matters relating to Mama)/' 

The Siddhanta, 

To the above we make the following reply : But as we do not find my 
causes, these, as actually vi ‘practice, should he accepted (Sutra 7). • 

That is to say, when we find that certain actions are performed 
by good men, and we cannot attribute them to any such perceptible 
motives as Greed and the like, they should he accepted as Dharma, Such 
actions as are performed either for tbe maintenance of the body, or for 
one’s mere pleasure, or for some material gain,— -are not considered, by 
good people, as ‘ Bharma* It is only those actions, that are held by the 
good people to be Dharma, and are performed as such, that are accepted 
as Bharma ; because the persons that perform these are the same as those 
that perform the sacrifices enjoined in the Veda. 

To the latter class belong the following actions: Charities, Japa, 
Eoma, the offering of the oblations to the Fathers, such celebrations as 
those of the Qahrodhvaja and other such like festivities in connection 


PRACTICES OF GOOD MEH ADTHOBITATim 185 

wifili various temples, tlie keepiug of tlte mamed girls upon certain 
strict observances during tbe four days after marriage, Illuminations, 
tbe giving away, on tbe first day of tbe montb, of sweetcakes and 
other uncooked foods, the various festivities held on the 7 tb and the last 
days of Magka and the first day of FMlguna, as also those held in honour 
of the advent of spring-time ; and the authority for all this cannot lie any- 
where else except in the Scriptures. And the Authors of the -in 

declaring the authoritative character of Hhe practices of good men * and * the 
usages of particular countries and castes, in keeping with Soripural teach- 
ings/— admit of the general authoritative character of such of these as are 
not contrary to the teachings of the Veda. (And the aforesaid festivities 
have the support of the 8mrtis and the Vedas) ; inasmuch as in the 
chapter on ‘Holidays,’ is found (in the Sm-rtis) the following — “ Festivi- 
ties should be held after breakfast ; ” and this serves as the authority for 
all festivities in any town or country. In the Veda too, we have the pas- 
sage in connection with the MaMvrata — “ The Hofr priest gets upon the 
swing and sings and in continuation of this, we read-— “when people 
are holding a feast, they get upon the swing; ” and this mention of the 
“feast” serves as an authority for the aforesaid festivities. 

It has been urged above that, inasmuch as Dharma mA Adharma are 
treated of, with any degree of authority, only by the fourteen Sciences enu- 
merated above, the Practice of good men not^being included in these, it 
cannot be admitted to have any authority. But this objection has already 
been set aside by the fact of the possibility of the inference of Vedic texts 
in support of the said practices. 

Hor can it be held that the asssertion of the that — “ the prac- 

tices of good men have an authority in connection with Dharma ** — is 
without any foundation in the Veda; because when we find pretty lengthy 
declarations of the Smrtis to be supported by the Veda, by the very 
slighest references to them, it is no wonder that we cannot lay our hands 
upon the Vedic texts (though they really exist) corroborative of such brief 
assertions as the one declaring the authoritative character of the said Prac- 
tices. And it is quite possible for us to infer Vedic texts exactly like those 
in the Smrtis, And the inference may be in this form ; The Scriptural 
text, that declares the otherwise unknown resalts of actions performed by 
good men, has also its use (in the pointing out of the authoritative charac- 
ter of such actions), — exactly as the milking of the cow, &c. We do nob hold 
that alone to be authorised by the scriptures, which is described therein in 
its detailed form; specially as all authorities take up only one of the 
many phases of the object they treat of ; hence though the external forms 
of the Practices are cognised by Sense-perception, exactly like the prepar- 
ing of the curd, the milking of the cow and the like, yet the fact of their 
24 
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bringing about particular results (in tbe sbape of Heaven, &c.) cannot be 
got at by any other means save the scriptures. For the matter of that, 
even in the case of saorihoes, a perception of tlieir external forms does not 
stand in need of any Seri pural authority. It is only the fact of their lead- 
ing to certain definite i^esults that, being not perceptible by the senses, 
stands in need of such authority. 

Hor can there he any inter-dependence (as urged in the Purvapa]c^(^ ; 
because it is not always necessary that the good men, in all that 
they do, should always recall the scriptural authority for their actions ; 
the fact is that from times immemorial we have always found the prac- 
tices of good men to be in keeping with the scriptures ; and hence 
people coming to recognise the authoritative character of such practices 
(and not always taking the trouble, to seek the further authority of the 
scriptures), take up these practices as the basis ; and from that they 
deduce certain actions as leading to Heaven, &c. ; and as such they lose 
sight of the fact of such actions being only occasional, and gradually 
come to recognise them as necessary. The ‘‘ good men ” whose practices 
are meant here are only those that inhabit the country called “ Aryavarta ” 
(the tract bounded by the Ocean on the East and the West, the Himalaya 
on the Horth, and the Vindhya on the South) ; and this limit, we may 
infer to he based upon 'Vedio passages, that speak of the ‘ disappearance 
of the Sarasvati’ and the ‘ drippings from the Plaksha tree ^ (the former 
expression really referring to the place where the ‘ Sd-rasvata 8atm * was 
commenced, and the latter where it was completed ; but capable of being 
taken as implying the tract round Kuruksehtra, in the planes of which the 
Sarasvati river is said to have disappeared) . 

The following objection may be brought forward : “ The goodness of 
“ a man depending upon the fact of his acting in accordance with the 
“ teachings of the scriptures, the mention of his practices, in the sorip- 
“ tures, as good^ would involve a mutual inter-dependence.’’ 

But these people are called ‘good,’ not because of their good con- 
duct, but, simply because tliey are always found to be acting in accord- 
ance with scriptural injunctions. People come to he recognised as ‘ good,’ 
hy always acting in accordance with the direct teachings of the Veda ; 
and when they have thus acquired the title of ‘ good ,’ even if they hap- 
pen to do something else, in accordance with a fixed tradition, (even 
though the direct Vedio texts on the point may not be available), such 
actions are believed to be the means of attaining to Heaven, and to have 
the character of Bharma* And as for the ‘ mutual inter-dependence ’ 
urged above, even in the case of the Veda, we read “ If one who is 
learned in the Veda, learned in the sciences, eloquent, fully hiowing the 
Veda, should read, &c., ” where we find the “knowers of the Veda” 
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mentioned in the Yeda ; but inasmuch as there is an eternal relationship ' 
between the Yeda and the words it nses and the subject-matter it deals' 
with, — and as such the precedence of one or the other is as impossible to 
be ascertained as in the case of the mutual relationship between Day and 
Night, — such mutual inter-dependence is not held to be faulty. And as 
for the Smrti texts, laying down the actions already supported by the 
practice of good men (they cannot be said to be useless on the ground 
of all necessary authority for such actions being found in the said prac- 
tices as supported by direct or assumed Yedic texts) ; because it may be 
held that haying come across the particular practice, or even the Yedic 
text in support of it, the jSwfK may have expressed its own acq[uiescenoe 
in it.;. ■ 

It has been urged above that, inasmuch as we find such practices 
based upon perceptible motives of greed, &c., they cannot have any basis 
in the Yeda. But such perceptible motives being also found in the case' 
of the Actions laid down directly in the Yeda, —this fact alone cannot’ 
justify us in rejecting the fact of the practices having a basis in tlie Yeda. 
That is to say, we find the injunctions of many actions in which there 
is always some touch of a perceptible motive ; and hence the presence of 
such motives in the practices of good men cannot debar them from having' 
a basis in the Yeda. 

However, there are certain actions, which are also common among the 
Mlecchas, for the performance of which there is no fixed rule or time — 
such things as are the means of physical pleasures ; as for instance, 
agriculture, commerce, foods and drinks, soft beds, comfortable houses,, 
pleasure-gardens, painting, singing, dancing, perfumes, and the like j but 
nobody ever thinks of these as Dliarma; and hence the nature. of these 
cannot rightly lead us to reject the authority of all practices of good men 
(that have any visible causes) ; nor can the fact of some such actions being 
accepted as Dharma establish the Dharmic character of all of them. 
Even among people who are similar to the Mlecchas, we find the preva- 
lence of such actions as the worshiping of the gods and Brahmanas] and 
certainly we accept these to be D/iarm a, because they also appear in the 
practice of good men. Among ordinary people, certain practices are 
distinctly specified as good^ while there are other actions, which are com- 
mon to all living beings (such as those of eating and the like, which help 
to keep the body), and which, as such, are performed by the good men 
also. But among all practices, those alone that are current among 
the good people only are called Dharma^ and not all the Actions 
that are common to all living beings (and as such among the good’ 

also). 

From this it also follows that in the case of men, whose minds have 
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been fully impressed wifeli the idea that only such Actions as are laid 
down in the Veda are Dharma^ their inner satisfaction is an authority 
in distinguishing Dharma, And it is not possible for such people, as 
have their minds purified by a fill of knowledge of the Veda and its 
meaning, and whose intention always functions in accordance with 
the path of duty laid down in the Veda, — to have any ideas contrary to 
the Veda j and with a view to this, it has been said — whatever the 
man learned in the Veda utters, it becomes Vedic’^ — i.e., having its source 
in the impressions left by the Veda, it becomes as authoritative as the 
Vedaitselh Just as in the case of salt mines, and in that of Meru the 
land of bright gold, whatever is produced in them, becomes salt and gold 
(respectively),— so also in the case of the inner satisfaction of one who 
knows the Veda (which imparts Vedic authority to all that it touches). 
This idea has also been expressed by many learned people, and has been 
also poetically put thus: Whenever any doubtful point presents itself 
to good men, they are helped by their own minds, which always help them 
to come to the coiTect conclusion.” (ffakuntala, Act !)• And as a matter 
of fact, for those whose minds are pervaded by the ideas imbibed from a 
long continued study of the Veda, it is not possible to have an inner satis- 
faction, in anything else save the doing of that which is Dharma ; and 
hence that Action, which when performed gives them inward satisfaction, 
is accepted as Dharma* 

Or, we may accept the fact of the inner satisfaction of good men 
being a means of knowing Dharma^ on mere verbal testimony (of Manu 
and others); and just as, even though many persons may perform any 
single pious act, yet a contemplation of these persons brings about excel- 
lent results to ordinary people (as it is laid down that whenever an evil 
thought enters one’s mind he should think of a pious person), — in the 
same manner, even though many actions may be connected with the inner 
satisfaction of the good man, yet they are accepted as being conducive 
to excellent results. And we may employ the same reasoning to the case 
of the practices of good men (which are laid down as authoritative, in the 
text **the practices of good men also, &c., &c.”). Just as (1) in the case 
of one who has been favoured by some deities with a boon to the effect 
that anything he would utter would counteract the most virulent poison, 
when he utters some such thing, and it is found to effect a cure, people 
cherish that utterance of his, to serve them in curing similar cases of 
poisoning (in this case the mere fact of the “^ords being uttered 
by the favoured person, imparts to them the potency), — (2) in the 
science of snakes, it is laid down that whatever herb the mongoose hap- 
pens to hold by its teetb, it becomes a potent cure for all poisons — (in this 
case the mere touch of the animal’s teeth imparts the potency to the 
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herb), —(3) whatever place a pious mau happens to inhabit, that place 
(bj his mere contact) attains a sanctity that purifies all other people 
coming to it,— exactly in the same manner, the practices and the inner satis- 
faction of such people as have their minds saturated with Dharma^ them- 
selves become the means of ; and as such they are to be accepted, 

by people seeking after a knowledge of Bharma, as laid down in the 
Veda itself. 

The PUrmpaksha has brought forward certain specific instances of 
the admittedly evil doings of eminently recognised good men : for instance, 
that Prajapati made advances to his own daughter, that Indra had an inter- 
course with Ahalya; and so forth; and from these instances of gross 
transgressions of the Law by recognised good men, it has come to the 
conclusion that the mere practice of good men cannot be accepted as an 
authority for Bharma, 

In the first place, the passages (in the Pura^as and Vedas) that are in- 
terpreted on these lines, may be only a fortuitous coincidence of words and 
expressions (the texts never having actually meant what they seem to mean 
now) ; or, secondly ^ the prohibition of such actions may be held to pertain to 
men only, and not to superhuman beings ; or, thirdly, the actions may be 
justified on the ground of the persons concerned being very powerful and 
super-human beings, and as such not subject to the same limitations (of 
conduct) as the weaklier human beings ; or, fourthly, we can explain the 
said texts in such a way as to deprive them of all repulsive significations. 

B,g, (1) The word PrajdpatV^ means ‘ one who protects all creatures 
as such it can be taken as a name of the Sun ; and it is an ordinary 
fact that towards morning the sun reaches the early Dawn, (‘ UshU^) ; and 
as the early Dawn is brought about by the approach of the Sun, it is called 
his ** daughter and it is the fact of the Sun letting his rays fall in (or 
on) the Dawn that has been figuratively spoken of as the intercourse of a 
man with a woman. 

(2) The word Indra ^^ — proceeding from the root ^ IdV which signi- 
fies great glory — would signify one possessed of a resplendent glory] and 
as such it is taken as another name of the Sun; and he is the ^ jar — des* 
tf oyer (jar ati-nU(^ayati ) — of ^ Ahalya^ — (ahani Uyate) that tvhich disappears 
during the day, i,e., Night; as it is only when the Sun rises that the dark- 
ness of night is destroyed ; and it is in this sense that we should take the 
sentence — “ Indro ’ halydyd jdrah ,^’ — which cannot be taken in its ordinary 
sense, of an illicit connection with a woman. 

(3) As for Nahusha, it is true that when he reached the position of 
Indra, he made advances towards Qaci, Indra’s wife; but through this 
unlawful act, he fell from bis place and was born as a big snake ; and this 
clearly shows that it was a sinful act that he had done; and as forpaoi,as 
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she proved very constant in her devotion to her own hnsband, her greatness 
and effulgence become enhanced to a tremendous extent, which shows that 
such faithfulness is an act of JDharma. 

(4) In the case of Va^ishtha, it is clear that his action was due to 
excessive grief, and hence nobody accepts it as Bharma. It is only that 
Action which the good men know to be D^ama, and perform it as such? 
hat is to be accepted as Bharma; while those Actions that, even when 
performed by good men, are clearly found to be due to an undue influence 
of desire, anger, greed, delusion, grief and the like,— -are to be classified 
as ^Bharma" or ^ A dharma" according as they happen to be enjoined or 
prohibited in the scriptures (without any consideration for the fact of their 
being performed by good men), 

(5) Hence, in the case of Vi 9 vamitra also, as he had reached a very 
high degree of penance, even though he did, in certain cases transgress 
the law under the influence of passion or anger, — ^yet we can allow sucli 
transgressions to pass unnoticed, in accordance with the maxim that ^ for 
a strong man everything is equally healthy^ (t.e., for a pious man all actions 
are equally lawful) ; or, we may absolve him from all blame, on the ground 
that he would destroy all such sins by means of excessive penances, and 
the performances of proper expiatory rites, which would leave him as pure 
as ever. But for people of lesser penances, such transgressions would be 
as irretrievably harmful, as the eating of the (poisonous) leaves of the 

for the elephant. 

(6) As for Dvaipayana, he, under his mother’s orders, got children 
from the wife of his brother (related to him through his mother), in 
accordance with the scriptural injunction: “ A woman without a hus- 
band, if desirous of progeny, may, if ordered by her superior, have recourse 
to her husband’s younger brother;” and even if a transgression, it dis« 
appears in the light of his great penances, prior to, as well as after, the 
committing of the deed. If there be another person with an equal degree 
of Brahmic glory, he might do such deeds with impunity. 

(7^ Rama and BMshma, both considering the wife to be only necessary 
in the performance of the sacrifice they had undertaken, did not take to a 
wife — the former on account of his great love for his first wife Sita, and the 
latter because of his great reverence for his father to whom he had pro- 
mised that he would never marry ; and as both were free from the debt 
they owed their fathers— the one by his direct offspring, and the other by 
the children of bis mother, — there was no impediment to their sacrifices 
being duly accomplished. Then again, Rama kept by him, at the sacrifice, 
a golden image of Sita, because for the sake of reputation (he could not 
have kept Sita in person), and for the sake of showing that he was 
not cruel to the memory of Sita (he did not take another wife to him- 
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And as for BMshma,---tlie text of Mann down tliat if 

among many nterine brothers, even one gets cbildi’en, all the rest 
become endowed with offspring", tbrongli these very children, — having 
been freed from the debt he owed his fathers, by the birth of the 
sons of his brother, Vioitraviry a, — ^he may have taken to a wife for the 
mere fulfilment of the sacrificial conditions ; and this we may infer from 
the Apparent Inconsistency of such an irregularity in the conduct of 
a blameless person like Bhlshma, who, Anu^asana Parva, 

84] when offering his libations at Gaya, did not place the offering in the 
hands of his father (who had appeared to him in person), in consideration 
of the scriptural texts that lays down the offering of the libations on the 
ground — (one who was so scrupulous in following the scriptural teachings) 
how could he, alone, without a wife, have dared to perform sacrifices P) 

(8) As for Dhrtarashtra, we find it related in the Agcarya Parva 

that, through Yyasa’s favour, he got liis sight for looking upon his sons ; 
and from this we can infer that through the same agency he was able to 
see when the sacrifice was being performed (and hence at that time 
he was not blind). We are told of the Maliarsbi being capable of 
wonderful curses and blessings; hence, just as we know of Dhrtarashtra 
to have been born blind in accordance with a curse pronounced by Yyasa ; 
so we can infer, from the apparent inconsistency of a blind person engag- 
ing in sacrifices, that during the performance he got his vision through a 
blessing of Yyasa. Or, in the passages that describe Dhrtarashtra as per- 
forming yajnas^ the word ‘ Tajna ’ may be taken to mean ‘ charity, gifts, ' 
as the root ^ * is equally expressive oi sacrifice mid giving. And we 

find Charity laid down as leading to results similar to those of sacrifices; 
hence the giving of charities may have been figuratively spoken of as the 
“ performance of sacrifices.” 

(9) The unlawful intercourse of the five Pandavas with a common 
wife has been very well explained by Yyasa himself : “ Draupadi appear- 
ed, in the full bloom of youth, out of the sacrificial altar ; and as such she 
is Lakshmi (the goddess of wealth) herself ; consequently, she does not be- 
come tainted by her intercoiise with many owners.” To the same effect, 
we have also the following : “ The Brahmarshi pointed out her wonder- 
fully beautiful form to be superhuman ; inasmuch as the great-souled beau- 
tiful one (Draupadi) became younger day by day.” All this tends to 
show that she was not an ordinai^y human being; and hence she has been 
spoken of as “ superhuman ” (and as such her actions are not to be judged 
by the ordinary standard of human proprieties). It is for the very same 
reason that Krslina himself promised to Kar^a tliat. Draupadi would go to 
him oil the sixth, day (alter having been with the five Pandavas for five 
days). If it were, not on account, of the superhuman character of the 
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woman, liow could sucli an authoritative person as Krshna himself have 
promised such a transgression. 

Another explanation is that there were five distinct Draupadis ; 
hut as they were all alike, they have heen spoken of as one j this con- 
clusion being led to by the apparent inconsistency of such a transgression 
appearing in the conduct of such blameless characters as Tudhishthira 
and his brothers. 

Or, it may be that she was the wife of Arjuna alone (by whom 
she was actually won) ; and yet she is spoken of as being the wife of 
all of them, simply with a view to show, by a Lyperbolical represen- 
tation, that there was not the slightest point of disagreement among 
the five brothers. Her superhuman character is further pointed out 
by the fact that when being dragged to the assembly of kings, at the 
gambling, though she was not actually in her courses, yet, on the spur 
of the moment, she made herself look exactly as if she were so, simply 
with a view to show the action of Hhrtarashtra in the worst possible light. 
And her character of Lakshml, too, is fully recognised, only when she is 
considered as the wife of Arjuna alone (who is Nara, the counterpart of 
Nai'ayana). Then again, she has been spoken of, as the common wife of all 
the five brothers, simply with a view to show that there was such a close 
friendship among them that even such an exclusive possession as the wife 
may be spoken of as belonging to all of them, and as such there was no 
mutual distrust among them, and so much the less chance of any differ- 
ences arising. 

Thus then, when all these apparent transgressions are found to be 
capable of various rational explanations, and when, as a matter of fact, all 
good men are actually found to avoid all that has its source in passion and 
greed, &c., it is not right to question the righteousness of the Practice of 
Good Men. 

(10) Thus too, as regards the action of Tudhishthira in telling a lie 
to compass the death of Drona, some authors have laid down that expiatory 
rites can be performed even when the evil is done purposely ; and as the 
rites laid down for the particular transgression, are the performance of an 
Agwamedha sacrifice, Tudhishthira did perform this sacrifice, and thereby 
distinctly showed that what he had done was sinful ; and as such it cannot 
be accepted as the “ Practice of good men. 

(11) Then remains the case of Krshna and Arjuna being drunk 
with wine, and having married the daughters of their respective mater- 
nal uncles, both being instances of direct transgressions of the law. But 
it is only the wine distilled from grains, which is called * iSwm, ’ that 
is prohibited for the three higher castes ; says the Smrti s ‘‘ Sum is the 
impure essence of the grains and it is evil that is spoken of as impure; 
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lienee the Braliinana, tlie Ksliatriya and the Yai^ya slionld never drink 
SuraJ^ As for the particular wines Madhu (wine distilled frora certain 
fruits, as grapes and the like), and. the * Sidhu’ (that distilled from molass- 
es), these are not prohibited for the Kshatriya and the Tai 9 ya; as all 
intoxicating drinks ” have been, prohibited for the Brahmana alone* 
Though there is a passage that declares— all the three kinds of wine, the 
Guudt (that distilled from molasses) (that distilled from grains) 

andMadhvz (distilled from fruits), being the same, they should not be 
drunk by the Bmhmavadis^ ” — ^yet here the word “ Brahmamdi ” should he 
taken as denoting the Brahmanas only ; as the word literally means 
‘one who is capable of teaching Brahma, ’or * whose duty it is to teach 
Brahma’, or ‘ whose excellence lies in such teaching ’ ; and as the root ‘ Yada ^ 
is synonymous with * Pw ’ such duties are distinctly restricted to the 
Brahmana alone, by such texts as — “ from among the three higher castes, 
the Brahmana alone should teach. ” And it has also been pointed out in 
connection with the villificatory Ai'thavada, that are taken along with the 
prohibition of wines in general, that the Brahmana, deluded under the 
influence of wine, might do many such things as should not be done, which 
shows that wine in general is prohibited for the Brahmana only. Hence 
we take the passage — “ All the three kinds of wine, &c., ” to mean that 
just as the one, distilled from grains, is not drinkable by the three 
^ higher castes, so are all the three undrinkable by the Brahmana. Other- 
wise, if the simple prohibition of wine in general were meant, then the 
words ‘ Yathaivaf and ‘ BmhmamdihMh ' would be totally redundant. 
The mention of “ the three castes ” we shall supply from out of another 
verse. For this reason, the fact of Krshnaand Arjuna — both Kshatriyas— 
being intoxicated with ‘ Madhu ’ (gP^^pe wine) is in no way a transgression 
of the law. 

And, as a matter of fact, we have Vedic texts that distinctly show (1) 
that the prohibition of wine is for others (t.e., Brahmanas), and also (2) 
that it is distinctly permissible (in the case of others): For instance, (1) 
“ That which was impure came out afterwards ; wine is that impurity, 
this became attached to the Kshatriya; hence it is that superiors, 
daughters-in-law, and the father-in-law drink the wine and go on talking ; 
evil indeed is impurity ; hence the Brahmana should not drink the wine; 
lest he be attached to evil ” ; and (2) “ The Kshatriya should say to 
the Brahmana — ‘ the drinking of wine does no harm to him who knows 
this ; and this latter is with reference to the ^Madhu^ and the ‘ Stdhu ’ 
(and not the ‘ Sura ’ which is in no case allowed to anyone else but the 
pudra). 

As for Krshna and Arjuna, having married their maternal cousins, 
such relationships of brothers and cousins come to be mentioned, even 
25 
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%vher0 lliere is no Blood rOlatibnalip (B/iid hBnce it Biay Be tBat Krsliiia 
and Arjuna are spoleia of as cousins ‘simply because of tbeir close Meiid« 
sliip)* TBougB SubbadrS is spoken of as * KrsBna's sister^’ yet, we 
know tBiat only three persons— BaiadeVa, Krshnai and £kanad9a— 
have Been spoken of as uterihe Brothers and sisters; and henee we 
conclude that Suhhadra must have Been a distant cousin of Krshna’s, 
as is clear from the fact of her being married to Arjuna, who could Be said 
to have tiansgiressed the law, ohli^ if lie had married a child of Vasu^eva’s 
( who was his maternal unere) ; and certainly he committed no transgres- 
sion in marrying one who was Only a distant relation of Vasudeva- And 
how could such a great LaW-giver as Krshna, who is always cited as an 
example of righteous cohduet, nlloW of an incestuous marriage, when he 
was fully alive to his position of a Law-giver, as is clearly shown by his 
own declarations : mz,: ‘‘O Pirtha, all men follow my path,” ** Whatever 
the great one does, the others follow that which he authorises, people act 
Up to it/^ 

The above arguments will serve to explain the marriage of fershna 
himself With Bukminl (who is said to have been his cousin). 

As instances Of tranSgreMohs, in modern timOs, of the lawO laid 
down in the the FUrmpahsha has cited the drinking wine 

among the Brahmana women of the countries of Ahicchatra and Mathura, 
and tlie marriage With materhal Bousing, cnnent amongst the people of the 
‘iSoUtb.. . ■ ■ ■ ■■■ 

In explanation of this, sorhe people b/Mert that as the Smrti and the 
Practice of good inen arO Both independent of each other, being equally 
based upon tbe Veda, both of them are of equal authority, and as such 
whenever we find them contradicting each other, we can accept both as 
laying down equally authoritative alternatives; and as such' the ti*ans^ 
gressions need not be re|ected as tran^ressions of Sinrii laws, and as such 
sinful. 

But this explanation cannot he accepted as correct, in view of the 
statement of the comparative strength of the various authorities of Fharma 
(where it will be distinctly shown that the SmfH has a greater authority 
than the Practice of good men). 

Others again ofer the followirig explanation : All Laws are laid doWh 
with special reference to certain definite parts of the country ; as Apas- 
taihba has distinctly pointed out that certain actions are not allowed in 
one part of the country, and they are quite permissible in another. And 
lienee We conclude that the said practices would not be sinful only for 
those whose forefathers have been used to them: as has been declared by 
Maun also: “The path by which 'one’s father and forefathers have gone 
on, by that path of the good shohld one proceed; as by such proeedure 
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feione does lieMot become attacbed to sia/ - Aad, as a matter of fact, we find 
tbat those people, whose forefathers haTO oot accepted the aforesaid practices 
wiiicb. hare been proMbited in other still ar'oid the m ; and if bj 

oliance tbej do become addicted to it, thej are east out bj their own 
'people;:"' 

But this explanation too will not ser^re our purpose ; because Gautama 
has declared that “ all practioes contrary to the Scriptures are unauthori* 
tatife.” It may biS argued that as a matter of course^ when we find the 
practices to foe contrary to the Yeda, we do not accept them as authorita-* 
tive; and the term ‘Scriptures’ does not apply to the Smrtis, But 
this is not correct; because the term ‘Scripture’ is applicable to 
works also. In connection with 8mmta I)hafma-[ fankha and Likhita 
have declared Amnayah smTtidhamhali^- which clearly shows that the 
works of Manu and ofcliersr^called * (Scriptures) — which were 

composed by them on the strength of their own remembrances of 
¥’edio texts^iiave been laid down foF the sake of the students of these 
works, for the purpose of ascertaining a definite basis for the said compila* 
tions in such rememberances. Hence, it is absolutely impossible for us to 
accept the authoritative character of such practices as are contrary to the 
laws laid down by Manu and others. As for the declaration of Apastamba, 
quoted above, it has been completely refuted by Baudhayana, who has 
cited many instances of practices con»trary to the Smrtis, And further, as 
we find all such practices originating from visible causes, such as passion 
and the like, we can never accept the fact of there being a Vedic basis, eithee 
for such unlawful practices, or for the above quoted declarations of Apas* 
tamba. 

it may be asked-^‘‘‘What is the text that prohibits the drinking of 
wine for Brahmana women ? Well, we have the text— “ For this reason, 
the Brahmana and the Kshatriya, and also the Kshatriya, should not drink 
wine.” 

Against this, it may be urged that the word “ Brahmana ” being in the 
masculine gender, the said text cannot he taken as prohibiting it for 
women ; and as . such the practice of the women of Mathura cannot be held 
to be contrary to the Smrti text quoted. 

But, in that case, even in the case of the prohibition — ‘‘ A Brahmana 
should not be killed,” it may be the killing of the man alone that can be 
said to be prohibited; and in the same manner, a significance may be 
attached to the singular number in ‘ Brahmana ’ ; and thence a man would 
only once desist from killing one Brahmana ; and he would conclude that he 
has obeyed the law fully, in that cm© desisting, and thenceforward he 
might go on killing Brahmanas with impunity. Or, in the prohibition in 
question too, we find the word “ Brahmana ” in the singular ; and so the 
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law would have "been fully obeyed by any single Brabmana desisting froftl 
wine ; and tbenceforth, we would have the same contingency as before 
in the case of the prohibition of killing (is*., the other Brabmanas would 
go on drinkiBg with impunity). 

The other party retorts: As for the significance of the singular 
^‘ number, as this may he applicable either to each individual BrahmanSj 
“ or to the single Brahmana-class (considered as one composite whole 
there would he no harm in accepting it. That is to say, even if the prq- 
^/hihition of the killing, sus well as of the drinking, refer to each individual 
‘‘ Brahmana that may happen to become a fit object of such prohibition, — 
as the mention of this singularity would be a mere repetition, it could not 
Cj[ualify either the action (of killing or drinking) or the prohibition — ‘(and 
as such tiie singular number could not be held to have any significance) ; 

“ specially if the singularity is distinctly found to refer to the jBrS7ma«a^ 

* ‘ class,, (as this class is always universally recognised to be one), any 
“ mention of its singularity would all the more he a mere repitition (and as 
** such in any case no significance can be attached to the singular number } 
‘‘ though there are no such objections to the admitting of the significance 
*‘of the masculine gendei^). [Then, as for the argument that if the mas- 
“ culine gender he significant, in the case of the word ‘ Brahmana ’ as 
“ occurring in the pi'ohibition, ‘ the Brahmana should not drink wine, ’ the 
“ same may he said in the case of the prohibition ‘ the Brahmana should 
“ not be killed there is a deal of difference between the two oases ; as in 
“the pvohihition oi hilling, Brdhmano na hantavyah^) the * Brahmana 
“being the real objective, appears in the form of the subject (on account 
“ of the passive affix tavya) ; and as such no significance is attached to the 
“masculine gender in this case; exactly as in the case of the sentence 
“ ‘ one desirous of heaven should ofier sacrifices, * no significance is at- 
“tachedto the masculine gender in ^ svargahmnah,’ simply on the ground 
“ of its being the subject ; while in the case of the prohibition of drinking,. 
“though the Brahmana, as the person warned ofi from sin, has the 
“ character of the subject, yet considered as the agent of the dvinkingt 
“ he becomes a part of the predicate, by means of tbe Nominative and 
“ the Instrumental affixes (the real construction of the prohibition being 
“ ‘ Brahmayi^na-snrapdnam pd,pajanakam *) ; and as such in this case, it be- 
‘‘ comes absolutely necessary to attach a significance to the masculine 
“ gender ; exactly as in the case of the ‘ measuring of the sacrificial post "" by 
“ the sacrificei'y as the sacrificer is mentioned as the predicate, his gender 
“ is taken into . consideration. 

“ To farther explain (how no significance can he attached to the mas- 
“ culine gender in the word ‘ Brahmana, * in the sentence ‘ the Brahmana 
“ should not he killed ; The meaning of the sentence is that ‘ one who is 
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a ^r^/i9^awa should not be killed ’ ; and when this construction has been 
once comprehended, (the prohibition has been fully understood and) no 
other gender, &o., can be predicated, either of the Brahmana, or of the 
** prohibition ; (because that would lead to a split of the original sentence), 
which would have to he construed somewhat like this : ‘ one who is a 
‘^ Brahmana should not be killed, and that Brahmana should be a male ^ ? 

‘‘ which is not in any case allowable. That is to say, the Injunction in 
‘‘ question serves to lay down a prohibition ; and as no prohibition of mere 
“ Jdllmg (without an object) is possible, we take it to mean the prohibition 
“ of the hilling as qualified by (ie., as pertaining to) the Brdhmana-class ; 

“ and its operation ceasing with this, if it be called into requisition again, 

“ with a view to the injunction of any such peculiarities as the gender and 
“ the like, with reference either to the Brahynana^ or to the or to 

“ the BTohihition^— thou it would be necessary to repeat the Injunctive 
“ affix (which has once enjoined the non-hilling^ and which is now called 
“ upon to lay down the gender, &c.) ; and as such, this would lead to the 
“ split of the sentence. Even for those who hold Injunction and Prohibi- 
“ tion to be two distinct facts signified by Vedic sentences, the IsTega- 
“ tive (‘not’ in the prohibition ‘the Brahmana should not be killed’), 
“ having its own denotation helped by that of the Injunctive affix, comes 
“ to have an additional meaning (in the shape oiproMhition)^ and serves the 
“ purpose of prohibiting that (hilling) which has been signified by the In- 
“ junctive affix in (‘ hantavyah ’), with special reference to the Brahmana- 
“ class ; because, as explained before, no prohibition of mere killing in the 
“ abstract would be possible ; and it cannot be again called into requisition 
“to prohibit any such further peculiarities, as those of gender and the 
“ like, in connection with, either the Brahmana, or the Killing, or the In- 
“ junction ; consequently, though a particular gender is mentioned in the 
“ sentence, yet, as it does not serve any useful purpose, no significance can 
“ be attached to it. The dons ^ruction of the said passage may^be amplified 
“ in the following manner : ‘ That the Brahmana should be killed through 
“anger &o., is not.’ But according to those who accept the Injunction to 
“ be the only signification of the Yeda (and explain the Px'ohibition as 
“ only a negative Injunction), the sentence may be amplified thus : ‘ The 
“ killing of the Brahmana should not be done,’ or ‘ He who is a Brah- 
“ mana, him one should not kill,’^ — the passage being thus explained, 
“either as the prohibition of the as pertaining to the Brahmana, 

“ or as the prohibition of a hillmg which lius its object distinctly pointed 
“out as the Brahmana. In any case, we cannot escape from accepting 
“ the Brahmana as the Subject ; and as pertaining to the Subject, either 
“ the Gender or the ISTumber can have no significance. 

“ On the other hand, in the case of the prohibitions — ‘ the Bi-ahmana 
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should nofe driiik &© wine, ’ and ^ the wine should not be dmpk by the 
‘‘ teachers of Brahma the ^Bmhmana* has not the character, o£ either 
the ‘ cause, ’ or ‘ place, * or ^ time ^ or ^ result, * or * the object of purifica- 
‘‘ tioa, ’— which are the only i.?e possible forms of that which is already 
“known (i.e., Subject) ; and in the formei^ sentence, the Brahmana has 
“ the full character of the qualification of the nominative, anij as suchj 
“is capable of being defined by the singular number which is 'predicated 
“ of it by the verbal affix (‘ in pihM ; and in the latter sentence as the 
“ Instrumental ending distinctly points to the subordinate (or predica-^ 
“ tivo) character of t|ie Brahmana, he cannot but be admitted to. be 
“ specified by the masculine gender* And in accordance with this* eveii 
“ the former sentence should be taken as the prohibition of irinhing^ for 
“ the Brahmana, as qualified by the Masculine gender.” 

“And thus, as the drinking of wine is not found to have l^een pro- 
“ hibited, for Brahmana women, the drinking of wine by t^e women of the 
“ countries of Ahicchatra and Mathum cannot bo said to be a ^ansgres- 
“ sion of the law.'^ 

SIDPSANTA 

This is not so ; because even in the case of the prohibition of drinking, 
no significanee can be attached to the gender, because the Brahmana is the 
subject, here also^ exactly as in the case ^of the prohibition of Brahman - 
killing. As a matter of fact, the mere fact of a certain thing being yet to 
be known is not the only ground for attaohiiig a signifioaaoe to the qualifi" 
cations of the gender, because PredieaMlity is the one important ground 
for- such significance ; as that which is described — the Bubjeot of a 
proposition~is described just as it is found to exist ; and in connection with 
that, nothing more than what is necessarily required by the Predicate .can 
be said to be predicated. 

Hence, if we had any such injunction as that * the Brahmana should 
drink wine ’ prior to the appearance of the Prohibition, then alone could 
iheie be any chance for the subordinate and predicative character belong- 
ing to the Brahmana, which could justify our attaching a significance to 
everything (that is both the masculine gender and the singular number). 
But, as a matter of fact, we know that the only agent thkat prompts the 
Brahmana to the drinking of wine is Fa^ioncr Delusion, <fcc. ; and so there 
is no possibility of there being any such In junction :{of the drinking of wine) . 
And as for an Injunction being deduced from the prohibitive text itself 
,^as urged above), no such deduction is possible, as all chance for it is 
barred by the fact of the sentence ending in a dii^ot prohibition. There- 
fore, whether the said probibition be construed as-«“‘ That the Brahmana 
Bhould drink wine is not, ’—or as ‘ He who ds a Brahmana should not drink 
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■winei —it being t^keii either M %M i^reMibiiioh of trinking as pertaining 
to wine, or as the Injnnction of a prohibition , — M any case, inasmuch as be 
i's the object that is belpM by beiiig warned ol fl?Om the drinking, the 
Brah^an^ cannot be held to be preM^^ted either Of the dnnhing or of the 
prohihition {md m Buch nO Bignificance can be attached to the gender, 

'^O.) 

'Bren M ordinary "experiehce, 'We find that thea^e is a chance of both the 
male and the female (Brahmana) being addicted to drink ; and hence in the 
sentence prohibiting the drinking, the niention of the Brahnaana must be 
taken as pertaining to both sexes (becanso as the Subject of the sentence, 
it must be taken exactly as it is found in 'Ordinary experience). Audit 
Cannot be construed as * The Brahmana that should drink'— ^ and he be a 
male' ; because such connection Of the gender cannot be established without 
the operation of PiediOatiOn (which is aJi^ent in this case) . (That is to say, 
when the ‘Brahmana' has once been spoken of as the Subject, it is not 
possible to make it the Predicate without a Predicative word). (But such 
Predication is not found in the present case). (Because the whole sen- 
tence cannot be taken as serving the sole purpose of predicating the relation 
of the gender; as the Injunction, or the Predication, does not proceed any 
fmther than the prohibition of drinking). Hence, we conclude that in both 
cases in the case of the prohibition^ ‘ The Brahmana ^should not be 
killed,' as also in that ‘ The Brahmana should not drink wine’) we cannot 
attach any significance to the gender or the number (of the word 
^ Brahmana'). 

It may be argued that-— “ if such be the case, then the killing of the 
Brahnrana Woman would be as sinful *as that of the male Brahmana ; and 
as moh, how is it that the full expiatory nfte, necessary on i&e killing of 
a Bi’ahmana, has beOn restricted (in iixecase of the female Brahmana) to 
the wmnan only (which shows that the killing of other Brahmana 

females is not equally sinful) ?" 

To this we make the fOHOMng t€^ z Who is there that denies the 
equal sinfurness of the killing thO fOmale Brahmana f As fer the 
e^spiatory rites being diferent, this is dttO to the fact of the one being a 
female arid the other a raale (but this does not show that there is any 
difim’ence in the sinfulness of the two slaughters) ; and ceitaiuly the com- 
parative slightness of the expiatory rite does not remove the character of 
^ BrahinanaMaughter' from the kiiling Of the female Brahmana ; because 
under certain circumstances the 'expiatoty rite ’that has been laid down as 
necessary for one Who has killed eten a male Brahmana, iS also compara- 
tively Slight ; and this fact would also 'Come to imply the lesser tihful- 
ness Of this kilfing (which is absurd). Therefore, because the expiatory 
rite laid doWn for One who kiWB a female Br^maUa is comparatively 
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sljglit, from tliat we cannot doubt the fact of the killing of the woman 
being sinful and prohibited. 

In the case of the drinking of wine, however, we do not meet with any 
distin^^ the expiatory rites that are laid down ; and as such all 

bhance of there being any support for such drinking by women having 
been lost, we conclude that the said practice of the Brahmana women of 
the two countries, is a direct transgression of the laws laid down in the 
Smrtis. 

It has been argued above that on the strength of a declaration of 
Apastamba, we can accept the two as optional alternatives ; hut as this 
drinking of wine by the Brahmana has been prohibited by the Yeda 
itself — “ Therefore, the Brahmana should not drink wine’’ — the mere 
equality of two contradictory Smftis cannot justify us in accepting an 
option in the matter; and hence we cannot admit the authoritativeness of 
such practices. 

{The AdMharana differently construed) , 


With a view to establish the authoritative character of the Prac^ 
tices of good men, we can construe both these Sutras as laying down this 
same AdMkarana. And this further consideration is based upon the in- 
stances of the practices of the good people inhabiting the part of the world 
known as ^AryUvarta* which has been defined as that country where the 
black antelope is found to roam and graze. The question is — That which 
the Aryas (gentlemen of the said country) are fonnd to perform, as 
Dharma^ is that authoritative or not ? And the ground of doubt is that on 
account of these persons being the same as the performers of Vedic 
sacrifices, w© conclude their practices to be authoritative; while inasmuch 
as we do not find such practices duly coded and compiled, there is a 
chance that they may be unauthoritative. 

It may be argued that the Authors of the Smrtis themselves have declared 
the authoritativeness of such practices, in such texts as, — ‘‘ the remem- 
brance and the conduct of people knowing the Veda,” “ the practices of 
good men,” “the practice that obtains in a country,” and so forth — 
and as such the authority of the practices is implied in that of the Smrtis^ 

But this will not do; as the opponent might very rightly argue thus; 
“ Inasmuch as we do not find such practices to have any origin (in the 
“ Yeda) and as we find them to he due to other motives of greed and the 
“ like, we cannot accept them as authoritative ; because even of Snirti texts, 
“ w© admit the authority of only such of them as are found to have any basis 
“ in the various branches of the Yeda; but on the sole authority of the pre- 
** valenpe of certain practices, we cannot infer the existence of corroborative 
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/S'm.Hi texts, and at tlie same time, that the Yedio texts in support of these 
‘^ latter. Because the Authors of the must have seen these practices 

“ exactly as we see them ; and hence the Smrtis cannot point out any Vedio 
basis for them. Specially because, if these Authors knew of the V edio texts 
‘‘ in support of the practices, they should have iocluded them among the other 
acts laid down in their w^ks. And hence, iuasmucli as we do not find 
“ them laying tliem down in their works in the same manner as they have 
** done the other acts for which they had supports in the Yeda, — and as they 
-Vdeclared them to be authoritative, simply on account of the confidence 
** that they had in the good men of their day, — we can by no means 
ascertain such practices to liave any basis in the Yeda/V 
, Consequently there is certainly an occasion for due consideration. 
The foregoing two Adhiharanas have laid down the conclusion that tlie 
Practices of good men are authoiutative, because the people among whom 
these are prevalent are the same as the perfol’mers of Vedic sacrifices, 
and also because we do not find theni to be contrary to the Yeda or 
the Smrii* As a matter of fact, we do not find any practices of good men 
to be conti’ary to any 8mrH or Yedic texts ; and as such, from the fact of 
the persons conceimed being tlie same in both cases, they are accepted to 
be authoritative ; and in support of this we have tbe declarations of the 
Authors of Smrtis, who could not have lent their support to anything 
which they did not actually know to he based upon the Yeda. 

Against this conclusion, however, we have the following : — 

PUEYAPAKSHA. 

Inasmuch as the scriptures are limited in their scope (Sutra (>), the 
“practices of good men, devoid of Yedic support, cannot have any author- 
“ ity, with regard to the ascertaining of Bharma or Adharma. The scope 
“ of the scriptures has been limited to matters relating to Bharma and 
“ Adharma-. and the scriptures have been limited to the mrmhBV fo^irieeii, as 
“ made up of the Yeda and its subsidiary sciences, none of which includes 
“ any such thing as the Practices of good men ; nor can such Practice be 
“ said to form a scripture by itself ; nor can tbe Berce'ption or the Ferfonn- 
ance of such Practices be said to form a scripture; because the former 
“ depends upon other persons ; and as for the latter it is the subject-matter 
“ dealt with by the scxuptures, and cannot itself be the scripture. Atid as 
“ for the Smrii text supporting tho autlioiitative character of the Prao- 
“ tices, it has already been shown that it has no basis in tbe Yeda. 

“ And if we proceed to consider the question, as to wbetlier these 
“ Practices have one basis or many, — we find that neither of the two is 
“ possible to be inf eiTed. Because for such Practices as are found to be 
“ difl'erent in different countries, and among difi^erent communities and faini- 
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“ lies, it is not possible to be based upon any' single Yedic text ; nor is tliere 
“ any such Vedic text as would include all such practices ; as it is absolutely 
impossible for them to be spoken of either as distinct individuals, or as 
forming a class by themselves, which are the only two possible denotations 
of words » And if one were to assume a Yedic text for each of these Prac- 
tices, he would be composing a Yeda by himself ; as it is not possible for 
any single sentence to speak of, and give rise to, an indefinite number 
of practices ; nor can it be said that, it was the finding of such a sentence 
in the Yeda that led the authors of the 8mrHs to declare the authoritative- 
ness of the practices; because in that case these would come to have as 
great an authority as the other Smrti texts that lay down other duties 
(on the basis of the Yeda). And again, the /SmHi text that would be 
** composed after the perception of the Practice, cannot serve as its basis : 
as that would disturb all the rules that regulate the relations of the sup- 
porter and the supported, and the comparative strength of the various 
‘‘ authorities. (Because in that case the Practice would serve as the origin 
“ and basis of the Smrti text). 

“ Hence, inasmuch as it is only amongst a limited number of scrip- 
“ tures that the basis for any action can be assumed, as we do not find 
“ any basis for many of the said Practices among the scriptures, we con- 
“ elude them to be absolutely baseless. 1^'or is it possible for us to assume a 
“ a Yedic text similar to the Smrti that could also be assumed as corro- 
“ borative of the practices.; because in that case, the Yeda would come to 
“have its origin in these practices; which would turn all ideas of the com- 
“ parative strength of the various authorities upside down. That is to say, 
“ the Yedic text assumed would be in some such form as — ‘ The Practices 
“ of good men are authoritative but this would imply the existence of the 
“ practices, prior to the Yedic text ; and as that which follows cannot serve 
“ as the basis for that which has existed before it, such an assumed text 
“ cannot be held to be the basis of the practices which therefore remain as 
“ baseless as before. 

“ Or, the Sutra (6th) may be taken in the following manner : the scope 
of the scriptures is limited to a definite number of subjects; and as the 
“ number of the practices is indefinite, they cannot have the character of 
“ the scripture. 

“ Or, it may mean that the subject-matter of the scripture is 
“ limited to such facts only as are not cognisable by any other means. 
“ While in the case of the practices, we find many such visible motives as 
“ Greed and the like; and hence we cannot admit them to have any authox’- 
“ ity in the sexuptures. Hence we conclude that inasmuch as the practices 
“ are subsidiai'y to considerations of material pleasures, they cannot 
“ have , the character of Dharnia* We find in the case of the Yai^yas, 
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Servants, and Doctors, and othex’ people in the towns j that their practices 
are based apon motives of material pleasures 5 and hence we coriclade 
the same to be the case with all human practices. 

“For these reasons^ we conclude that the Yeda and the SwtHs are 
tlie only authorities in matters relating to Dharma ; and as for the conduct 
“ and practices and inner satisfaction of men, they are just the same as 
drinking bouts and Jokes (current among ordinary people}/* 


7 would embody the Siddhanta in reply to this Ftirvajpahslia.l 


Or, tlie three SMras (5, 6, and 7) may be taken as dealing with this 
same Adhihamna; and in this case^ the practices current among the good 
people of Arydmrta may be cited as instances ; and with regard to these, 
a question may be raised as to tbeir authoritativeness or otherwise. And 
(the Furvapalcsha being supplied from without, on the same lines as shown 
above), all the three Sutras be taken as putting, forward the Siddhanta 
only, which would run thus : 

That which is taught (‘ Clshta^) in the Veda and the Smrtis — if this 
is not contradicted by the practice of good men, such practice can be 
accepted, as an authoiity for Dharma; but whenever there is the least 
contradiction of tlie said teachings, then, as there would be a contradiction 
among the authorities, the Practice can never be admitted tohaveany 
authority in mat tei's relating to D/mrwa. 



ADHIKARANA (5). 

l^A wovd is always to he fallen in the sense that is atiributed to it in tlw 

scTij)tures']- 

A. — The ADHfKARANA EXr^LAINED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE BhASHTA. 

Sutrci (8). The contest would be equal/^ 

The clause — “ because we do not find, any contradiction amongst 
tljem” — may be taken as the opening of this Sutra. 

When we find even good men using a woi:d ia two di:fierent meanings 
the following doubt arises in the mind of the listener: Inasmuch as a 
single word is used by good men in different senses, often contradicting 
one another, which one shall we accept as being the real meaning of the 
word ? For instance, the word ‘ yava^ (barley-corn) ‘ VarUlia^' (Boar), and 
‘ Vetasa^ (Gahe), are, in other countries, used in the sense of ^ p'iyangu^ 
(Long pepper), ‘ Yayasa' (Crow), and ‘ Ja7nhoo’ (Blackberry), respectively. 
Hence there arises a doubt as to the real significations of these words, 
in the minds of those who have not thought out the difficulty, and who 
base ail their ideas only upon what they actually perceive. 

And on this point, we have the following — 

PURYAPAKSHA. 

‘‘ There should be no doubt at all on this point ; because the usages of 
“ all men are equally authoritative. In the case of every word, in whatever 
sense it happens to be used in a country, for that country the expressive- 
ness of tlie word rests in that sense alone; and this local denotation of 
“ the word is authoritative for all men of all countries ; specially as the 
“ following arguments necessitate such universal authority : 

“ The word cannot he said to have that sense for a few men only ; 
** nor can it be said not to have that sense for any men ; the only difference 
“ that is possible is on the point of such sense being known or not known ; 
“ and it is only this difference that can be perceived, in connection with 
„ several men of various countries. Consequently, even if a certain sense 


SCRlPT^tTRAX. MFANTNG OF WOliBS MOST AOTHOllTATiYE, 205 

of a word, be not known to certain men, tbej should accept it nnhesita- 
tinglj ; as it is as authoritative as the meaning that is known to 
them. 

“ The reality, or the authority, of the denotations of words do not 
“ depend upon either the greater or lesser number of persons using them 
“ in different senses ; as in the case of such words (which are held to have 
“many meanings even by the same people) as ^ ahslia^ ^ pala^ and the 
“ like : though only very few people use the word ^ Ahsha^ in the sense 
“ of the terminalia helerica, yet this meaning of it is admitted as freely as 
“ that of the ‘ axle of the cart.^ Similarly, too, it has been declared that 
“ the root ‘ gava* is used in the sense of moving among the Kambojas; while 
“ the Aryas use it to Bigmij modification or putrefaction, as when they 
“ speak of the dead body as a ‘ gava f and there ar^e many verbs and nouns 
“ that are found to be used in different senses in different countries. 
“ Hence we conclude that the contest between (or the authority of) all the 
“ significations is equal. 

“ So also in a case where a certain fact in connection with the subsidiary 
“ sacrifices is mentioned by a word that appears in the same form (though 
“ perhaps in a different sense) in connection with the primary sacrifice, — we 
“ accept the Subsidiary to have been performed exactly as the Primai’y, 
** and thereby quite in keeping with the Injunction that the Subsidiary is 
“ to be pei’formed like the Primary. It is with special reference to such a 
“ case only that the clause — ‘ because we do not find any contradiction 
“among them’ — can be admitted (as a part of the Sutra); because it is 
“ only in such cases that the diversity can be said to be non- contradictory . 
“ in all other cases, there being no possibility of a co-existence of diversity 
“ and non-contradiction. 

“ Thus then the different usages being equally authoritative, we must 
“ accept them to be optional alternatives.” 

To all this, we make the following reply : 

SlDBHlNTA. 

Sutra (9). That which is supported by the scriptures (is the 
more authoritative), because that (the scripture) is the source of 
■ authority. 

The sense that ajppears in the scriptures is the more authoritative 5 
because the scriptures are the only source of authority ; as for the sepse 
accepted in ordinary parlance, such signification can be accepted as second- 
ary, Whenever there is a difference of opinion, the ordinary people of 
the woi'ld are not accepted as the decisive authority, but it is always that 
which has the support of the seriptures that is accepted as the most 
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antliorifcatiif^e ; because as for acceptance in ordinary parlance, all are 
equally accepted ; "fvliile tlie latter bas the additional authority of the 
scriptures, which makes it the most authoritative of all. 


Or, the 8utm may be explained thus: the sense in loliick the word 
is tmd hy those jpersom that take their stand upon the scriptures, is to he 
accepted as the most authoritative ; hecaiise it is more trushvorthy than any 
other sense. 

It is a peculiarity with the people taking their stand upon the scrip- 
litres, that if there is even a slight discrepancy in what they assert, the 
whole purpose of the scriptures becomes defeated (that is to say, in the 
course of a sacrifice, if there is the slightest mistake in the pronunciation, 
&o., of mantras, the saciifice becomes faulty, and fails to bring about the 
proper results) ; whereas in the case of ordinary usage, even if there be 
slight discrepancies, there is no such contingency. The doctors of medi- 
cine, when considering their own science of medicine, ascertain the mean- 
ings of the words “ Yava ” and the like (as they occur in particular 
contexts), in accordance with the taste, nutritious properties and digesti- 
bility of the particular article, that may be meant there ; and the sacri- 
ficial priests proceed to ascertain their meanings, with reference to the 
proper performance of Dharma. Therefore in the case of a work on medi- 
cine, a word should be accepted to have that sense (primarily) which has 
been given to it, from times immemorial, by the doctors of that science 
and so also in the case of sacrifices, only that senseis to be accepted 
wbich has been admitted by people learned in tlie sacrifices. 

And when it is thus possible to definitely ascertain tbe meaning of a 
woi'd, we cannot accept it to be of an uncertain signification ; nor can we 
admit of an option in the matter j because all options are open to eight 
objections (as shown above). 

As a matter of fact, whenever we find a word invariably used in the 
Teda, in the same sense, this definite ascertainment of its signification 
leads us to a similar conclusion, in the case of ordinary parlance also. 
As for instance, in the case of the word * Fa-ya,Mbe Yeda has laid down 
tbe injunction — ‘ the post of the wood is to be washed with 

the water mixed with Yava ; ^ and in connection with this passage, it is 
declared — * when all other plants are drooping, these continue to flourish 
luxuriantly h (This passage we meet with in various rescensions of the 
Yeda; the Bbashya has cited that which occurs in connection with the 
Varmiapragli^sa sacrifice ; but as a discussion, as to which passage is really 
meant, would serve no purpose, we may accept it as quoted by the 
Bhdshya). As a matter of ordinary experience, w^e find that in the 
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montli of FMlgwm (Febrnary-Marcli) the leaves of all the trees fall off, 
and it is only the barley-corn that flourishes most laxuriantly. On the other 
hand, the ^Friycmgu' (long-pepper) ripening during the Autumn, dis- 
appears entirely long before PMlguna, and flourishes during the rains, 
when no other plants are found to he drooping, as all of them are in 
luxuriant foliage during the rains (hence we cannot accept the Long- 
pepper to be that which ‘ flourishes luxuriantly when all other plants are 
drooping’). (Hence we cannot but accept the word ^ Yava^ to mean 
hafley-corn'). 

In the same manner, ^he significations of the words ^Veiasa ’ and 
^ Varaha^ are also ascertained from the sense in which they are used in 
the scriptures. 

{Sere ends the Exjplanation of the Adhiharana according to the Bkdshya) . 


Argtiments against the above interp'etation of the Adhihamna.^ 

In all the three words cited, the significations that have been sought 
to be supported by scriptural texts, are such as are already accepted to be 
the most authoritative, even on the authority of ordinary usage ; and as 
such they cannot serve *as examples of words having their significations 
defined by the authority of the scriptures. For in no country is the word 
‘ Yava ’ used in the sense of long-pepper^ nor the words ‘ Vetasa ’ and 
* VarQha^ in those of blackberry and croio respectively. Why then should 
we assume such usages and thereby create a difficulty for ourselves 
uselessly? 

Inasmuch as under the Sutra I— iv — 29, it will be shown that in all 
doubtful eases, a definite conclusion is arrived at, by the help of subsequent 
passages ; and hence, the above instances. coming under the same category, 
there is no need of considex'ing them over again on this occasion. It is 
tine that under the said Buira^ no notice is taken of the denotations of tlie 
words, the consideration referring solely to the object to he used the 

point there to be considered is not what the word “ alda ” anointed means, 
but that what is the material with which the gravels are to be anointed) 5 
and in tlie case as treated of tliere, the conclusion arrived at is only appli- 
cable to the particular time and place, and not everywhere (i.e., it does not 
conclude that wherever there is to be an anointing^ it is always to be 
done by butter, but only that in the particular instance, only butter should 
he used) ; while on the present occasion, what we are considering is the 
general denotation of the word (‘ 2 /am’) | and as such the conclusion that 
we arrive at is universally binding 5 and fi’om these facts it may he argued 
that there is no repetition. Yet mt'h all this, the process of reasoning 
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employed in tlie two cases is tlie same ; and exactly as under tlie said 
Sutmi iliQ liiUef is concladed to be tbe object that is to be employed 3 
on tlie strengtb. of tbe subsequent passages ; so in tlie same manner, in 
tbe present case also, it is by tbe aid of tbe subsequent passage that we 
arrive at a definite conclusion with regard to tbe significations of tbe 
words ‘ ’ and tbe like. 

And again, under tbe Sutra 1 — iv — 23 we shall show that there are 
various causes of secondary (or indirect) signification, such SuB similarity Mid 
tbe like ; and hence even if tbe word ^ Vetasa ’ be not admitted to be directly 
denotative of tbe hlachherry, tbe similarity of tbe two would enable it to 
be used (indirectly) in that sense ; (and as such, such signification being 
only indirect, it could not have tbe preference over tbe natural significa- 
tion) ; and hence no purpose is served by the citation of such words as tbe 
instances to be considered. 

For these reasons, we should base our consideration of the present 
Adhilcarana upon other examples. 





[B. The Adhiharana as explained hy the VMiha.“\ 

When there happens to be a difference in the usages of tbe Ary a and 
the Mleccha, there arises a doubt as to whether both are equally autliorita- 
tive, or one is more authoritative than the other. And on this we have tbe 
following 

PCTRYAPAKSHA. 

“ For all people that have to do only with perceptible tilings, the 
contest would he equal; as it is only in tbe case of invisible (or super-physi- 
‘‘ cal) things that the Aryas have any superior authority ; in the case 
‘‘ of visible things, tbe authority of tbe Arya and the Mleccha is equally 
‘‘ strong. 

‘‘ Because all words are used with tbe sole purpose of expressing 
certain things ; and certainly the things that are thus talked of are tliose 
‘‘ that are met with, and are of use, in ordinary experience. Hence, in a 
‘‘ case where we find exactly the same word being used in an entirely dif- 
‘‘ferent sense, among tbe Mlecchas, we conclude the expressiveness 
“of the word to be eternal ; exactly as we have the notion of eternality 
“ with regard to tbe expi’essiveness of words used by tbe Ao^yas ; as the 
“ reasons for accepting tbe eternality of tbe relations between tbe word and 
“its meaning are equally applicable in tbe two cases of tbe Arya and tbe 
“ Mleccha^ As among the Mlecchas too, Y?e cannot trace the beginnings of 
“ tbe usages of words ; and hence we can perceive no difference between 
“ two equally beginningless expressive potentialities of words. For instance, 
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even aniOBg tlie Mlccchas^ tlie perception of smoke leads to the ooBclnsion 
of the existence of fire ; and hence (as we find their position correct in the 
case of one means of knowledge) we conclude, that the sense in wliioh a 
^- word is used by them is really one that is expressed by it. Consequently 
then, in the case of the word b.b denoting a particular tree (accord- 

ing to the J^ryas) and the elephant (according to the Mlecclias)^ the 
contest between them (for authority) would be equal/* 

SIDDHINTA. 

In reply to the above, we have the Sutra (9), which can be explained 
exactly as it has been done above. 

And further, the notion of real expressiveness that we have with regard 
to the words used by the MlBcchas is as erroneous as the notion that we 
have with regard to those words that, though pronounced wrongly on 
account of ignorance, inability, <feo., are yet perchance found to resemble 
another corx’ect word. That is to say, exactly as we have corruptions of the 
verbal forms of words, so also we have those of meanings, — these latter 
being due to such causes as the indirect (secondary) significations of words, 
or the inability of the person to discern the right meaning. And these 
corruptions can be discerned only by those people that take their stand 
upon the scriptures, and are seeking after the virtue that is attainable only 
by the correct performance of duties as correctly comprehended from the 
Veda ; exactly as a false coin can he picked out only by those who are ex- 
perts in the art. And certainly, when there is an opposition between the 
cognitions of the learned and the ignorant, the former is always the stronger 
of the two ; specially as it is very easy for us to get at reasons and facts 
upsetting the ideas of the ignorant. 

Hence we conclude that, inasmuch as the inhabitants of Aryavarta 
take their stand upon the scriptures, their ideas alone can have any author- 
ity in the matter of such significations of words as appertain to JDharma 
and its accessories. And even among these people themselves we should 
accept that sense in which the word is used by one who is more learned 
and more conversant with the scriptures, in preference to those sanctioned 
by the usage of people less learned in them. 



[0. The Adhikarana interpreted differently .'I 

We may take the Adhikarana as dealing with the contradictions be- 
tween Smrtu and Usage, And on this'pomt, we have the following 

PtiRVAPAKSHA. 

Inasmuch as both have their origin equally in the Veda, the' contest 
27 
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^"‘ heiumen tliem ivotild he equal. Because, just as tbe. autliority oi i\m-8mvt%s 
*‘is based upon the fact of their being based upon the Yeda, so too is that 
“ of Usage ; and as such we can perceive no diference between the two, in the 
point of authority. Or, we may go a step further: Usage is stronger in 
its authority than Bmrti ; because its results (in the shape of actions ) 
are directly perceptible, as leading to equally visible results j and certainly, 
“that auLhority (or means of knowledge) which is dissociated from its 
“result, becomes greatly weakened. The Yedic text, that would be the 
“basis of Usage, is perceived directly in the result; and hence, while 
“ having found a Bmrti text, we would be still looking after a Yedio text 
“ to serve as its basis, the Usage, having obtained its footing long ere this, 
“ will have asserted itself; and certainly when a thing has once asserted 
“ itself, how can it be ousted ? Therefore, we must admit either that the 
“Usage is more authoritative than BmrH, or that both are equal in 
“ authority.-’ 

SIDDHAKTA. 


But the Bmrti is held to be more authoritative, because of its being 
based dii'ectly upon the scriptures ; and certainly the support of the Veda 
is not equal in the two cases. Because the BrnrH lms been compiled, in a 
proper manner, by trustworthy persons ; and this fact directly leads to 
an unimpeded inference of its teachings being based upon the Veda. 
Whereas in the case of Usage, the Usage leads to the assumption of a cor- 
roborative Brnrli^ which in its turn leads to that of a Vedic text in support 
of it ; thus in this case the support of the Veda being one degree fui'ther 
removed, its authority becomes weakened. And certainly there is no 
single Vedic text that sanctions the authority of all Usages at once ; and 
at best the Vedic texts, supporting the Usages, are various and scattered all 
over the Veda; and as such they cannot be got hold of without the 
aid of the Bmftis ; specially as such Vedic texts are not found grouped 
together in a single Adhijaya; hvLi they are scattered among various 
chapters, and can be got at only here and there, and that too, with 
great difficulty. 

Bor instance, — (1) In connection with the preparation of the sacrifi- 
cial fire, we read — “ The sacrificer places the cake on both sides of himself, 
and hence it is that people carry the food with both hands, and then eat 
it; ” and here, though the passage itself gives reasons for the particular 



action, yet the fact cited as is ,not very well known ; and hence 

this only leads to the inferenco*'^^^^^t Injunction, in accordance with 
the argument that ‘ things are edic sentences.’ Nor can it 

be urged that the passage being meret|^ 4 el^%natory of a certain useful 
method — like the passage “ as human childr^Siiaviy^Jiived in the womb for 



Icjii in'Oatlis corae to be bom in tbe eleventli, so do tbe mules, &c., ; and 

as snob it cannot point to an Injunction, because tbe method desoinbed is not 
necessarily calculated to fulfil any purpose, Nor can it be said to be ex- 
planatory of a well-established natural fact — as in the case oi the passage 
“hence people in old age are supported by their children’’ (because the 
said method of eating is hot generally recognised aS a well-established 
natural fact) . Hence though the passage has an entirely different meaning, 
yet the special i^atiooi native style adopted serves to indirectly point to an 
Injunction of the particular method of eating. 

(2) The same process of reasoning is followed in the case of the 
passage — “ because the food is kept on the right side, therefore it is only by 
the rigth hand that one eats,” (which though referring to a particular 
action at sacrifices, is made to point to au Injunction of the said method 
of eating). 

(3) Similarly, too, in the passage— “the person initiated for the 
sacrifice should apply the colly rium to the right eye first, becauSB’ men 
ordinarily are found to apply it to that eye fi.rst/’ (which though referriUj^ 
to the sacrifice, is yet made to point to an Injunction whereby womeh 
are enjoined to apply the collyrium to the right eye first). 

(4) So also with reference to the passage — “two strings were applied 

to each post, hence it is that a man takes man}’’ wives, though a woman 
does not take more than one husband ” — which we find in the section 
on ^ Ynpaikaclugim ^ — (which is made to point to the injunction of one 
man taking many wives, and the prohibition of one woman taking 
many husbands). ' 

(5) lu the same manner, in the chapter on Dargapiirnamasa, passing 
over tlie Injunction dealing with the Agnlshomiya, we read a passage 
descriptive of the fact of the third part of Indra’s sin, consequent upon 
his having killed a Brahmana in the person of Tvashtr’s son (Yrtra)^ 
having been relegated to women in their courses ; and this description is 
made the means of pointing to the injunction of certain observances for 
the woman in her courses, a fact which has nothing to do with the main 
subject, the Agmshomtya — these observances being sleeping upon the ground, 
not bathing, desisting from meat-eating, unguents, collyrium, spinnmg, washing 
of the teeth, pairing of the nails, thread-twining, and so forth, all of wiiick 
are to be kept up for three days. 

Tims then, we find that the Yedic texts, that can be chosen out 
as lending support to Usages, are so scattered and difficult to get at, that 
any collection of them in any single place is impossible, without tlie help 
of the Smrtis ; and hence between the Usage and the Yedic text, we have to 
admit of au intervening agency of the Smrti. Consequently, long before the 
Usage succeeds in pointing to its corroborative Yedic text through the ^Smrlis; 
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ttie (contrary) Smrti gets at its own corroborative Vedic text^ and succeeds 
in pointing out tbe Dharma (long before the contrary Usage bas bad time to 
assert itS' tbird-band authority). 


[I). Another inf er^retation of the Adhihamna,^ 

Siicb words as ^ trivrtf ^ earn'' ^ agvabala^ are fonnd, in ordi»" 
nary parlance, to express meanings entirely at variance with those ac- 
cepted in tbe Veda, and by people taking their stand upon the Veda, 
And tbe question arises, whether, as all authorities are equally strong in 
the matter of the significations of words, the contest between the two 
authorities is equal, or the Vedio use has the greater anthority. And on 
this question, we have the following 

PU-EVAPaKSSA, , 

“In ordinary parlance, the woi'd Hrivrtyis found to mean threefold^ 
“ as in the expressions ^ todvrt rajjnh, ’ ■ trivTt granthih ’ ; while in the Veda it 
“ is used in the sense of ‘ ninefold ’ ; as we find that after having mentioned 
“ the ‘ irwrt Yahish'pammana^' the Veda speaks of it as cemsisting of the 
“ threefoldness of the triad of verses, thus making the nim Sfofriya 
“ Rh verses, the word * trivrt ’ thus being found to denote nine, 

“ Similarly in ordinary parlance, the word ^caru ' is found to be ex- 
“ pressive of the saucer, while in the Veda it is found to denote the * nee/ 
“ That is to say, people who are engaged in the performance of sacrifices are 
“ always found to use tbe word ‘ cartb ’ in the sense of cooked rice, which is 
“ still hot, and from which the gxuiel has not been thrown out. In 
“the Veda, t€)o, we find that, having spoken of the * Frdyantyet Gam as 
belonging to Aditi,^ it goes on to lay down that ‘ Aditi is to fee appeased fey 
“the offering of cooked rice,’ which clearly shows that the word ^ cam’ 
is used in the sense of cooked rice. 

“ So, too, in the case of the expression ‘ agvahBla-prasiarah,^ it would,, 
“in ordinary parlance, he explained as *the bedding made up of horse- 
“hair’; whereas from the Vedic passages following the expression, it is 
“ clear that the word ‘ agvahala ’ is used in the sense of reed. The passage 
“iu question is that which describes the event that the sacrifice took the 
shape of the horse, and flying away from the gods, fell into the water, 
and when the gods took hold of the tail, the horse freed itself from their 
“ grasp and then disappeared ; and the hairs of the tail that were left in the 
“ hands of the gods feeing thrown on the ground became what is now known 
“ as the reed ; and hence as the reed is so very pure (feeing a part of tlie 
“ body of the sacrifice itself), the bedding is to be made of this material. 
“ In the sanae manner, in the expression ‘ vidhrtif the word 
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^ aihshaviyam^ would ordinarily be taken to mean ‘made of siigar-cane/ 
^‘ wbile in tlie Yeda, it means the roo^5 0 / reed. 

“In all .these cases, inasmuch as the significations are different, 
“ and as both are equally well comprehended, the two meanings of the 
“ words must be accepted to be optional alternatiyes. Though it may be 
“ urged that in matters relating to DJiarmaj the comprehension based upon 
tlie ¥eda has always a greater authority than that based upon ordinary 
parlance, yet no such superior authority is really possible because in 




“ the matter of the significations of words, the Yeda does not in any way 
“ differ from the other sources of verbal knowledge ; for it is only in 
“ matters transcending the senses, that the Yeda is held to have a superior 
‘‘ authority. Consequently we conclude that the comprehension from both 
“ sources would be equally authoritative. 

“ Or, inasmuch as ordinary parlance always precedes a i^eading of ite 
“ Yeda, it must be held to have an authority superior to that of the Yeda, 
“ That is to say, we fully comprehend the sense of all ordinary expressions 
“independently of the Veda; whereas we can never comprehend any 
“ Yedic expression without finding in it words similar to those that we 
“ have met with in ordinary parlance. Hence among Yedic uses of words 
“ we can accept only those that are not contrary to ordinary usage ; 
“ because when they transgress the limits of such parlance, they are never 
“ properly comprehended. 

’ “ The clause — ‘ because we do not perceive any contradiction among 

a] them’ — refers to the absence of contradiction among the words employed 
ordinary usage. As for the passage quoted above — ‘ the sacrifice 
'ecame the horse, — in support of the Yedic sense, it is an Arthavada; 
^ d as such, cannot be admitted as a means of arriving at the real mean- 
words; firstly, because all have an entirely different 

** ^^^Hirect such » they can at best have only an indirect secondary 

Tipon the matter in question; secowd%, because all Arthavddas 
‘^heir sole purpose in the accomplishment of the attractiveness of a 

the 


•sacz- , 

V L, 

AXSbOtil 

^^^^‘^ourse of action ; as we find in the case of such of them as- 
“posfe^'^ beca^^ sacrificer is stone,’ ‘the Ahavaniya fire is the 

forth; and thirdly^ because they have no action in the 
j<^ -iJlSer of the creation and explanation of the expressiveness of words and 


For, if the meanings of words were to be accepted according 
“ to the Arthavdda (* the sacrificer is stone’ for instance), there would be 
“a direct contradiction of the Inj auction (as whenever an action will be 
“ enjoined as to be performed by the ‘ Sacrificer,’ we would represent the 
“ action as done by a piece of stone). Hence the clause—^' because we do 
not perceive any contradiction, &c.’— may be taken to mean that, in- 
“ asmuoli as we do not find the aforesaid contradiction of the Injunction, at 
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the actual performance of the sacrifice (i.e., as we do not find a piece bl 
** sto!je substituted in place of the sacrificer) we conclude ih^t Arthavada^ 
‘- cannot be accepted as regulating the significations of words. 

“ On the point at issue, our position is supported by such authox'S as 
“ Manii and others, who Speak of the ‘cotton sacred thread of the Brali- 
“ rnana being threefold (h’ivft) ^ with a threefold (trwrt) knot/ 

“ Hence we conclude that if not stronger, the ordinary Usage cannot 
“ be denied to be equal in authority to the Yeda.’^ 

SIDDHIKTA; 

Te all this we make the following reply : That signification, of the word, 
which is based upon the scriptures is decidedly the more authoritative* 
because the knowledge of Dlia^'ma, which consists of certain means and con- 
sequences, is gained by means of the scriptures alone. Even the significa- 
tion of words that is based upon the Arthavada is stronger in author- 
ity than ordinary usage ; because the particular Arthavcida (describing the 
fact; of the sacrifice having become a horse, <fec., &c.), has no other purpose 
save that of explaining the particular meaning of the word ^ agvahalahJ 
If a certain signification is once adopted in the Veda, whether it be 
secondary or primary, it is only that which can be accepted as the means 
of accomplishing I) /mma. 

As for the word * trivrt* when it has been used in the Veda in the 
sense of the nine Stotriya verses, who caii set aside this meaning, eve’ 
if he were to be born a hundred times ? Hence whenever we meet wit' 
the expression we must accept the word in the sen^ 
inparted to it hy the Veda. Similarly, though the word ‘ stoma f — in 
ordinary expressions as ‘ Brdhmanastoma ^ — is found to signify a groujo^^^ 
it! the case of such words as ‘ stoma, ^ ‘ trivrtf and the like, we canne 
reject their ordinary significations ; because (1) we find the Veda 
such declarations, as ‘the stoma is trivrt, (threefold),’ ‘the ig 

fifteenfold’; (2) the persons versed in sacrifices have laid down 
is the measure or limit of the prayer ; and (3) we find the 
laying down the rule that the affix ‘ da’ is added to the i 

simply for tlie sake of its conuection with the words ‘fifteen’ 

(which distinctly shows that the word ‘ stoma^ is to be taken as deiiuiyiii^ 
the threefold or fifteenfold measure of the Prayer). 

As for the declaration of M.anu that has been cited in the Furvapalcsha, 
as the assertions of human beings depend upon those significations that 
are founded upon ordinary usage, as also upon those adopted in the Veda, it 
is not to be wondered at that Alanu has used a word in the ordinary popular 
sense. Or, even in that passage the word ‘ trivrt ’ may be taken in the sense 
of ‘ninefold’ ; specially because, as a matter of fact, each thread of thesacted 
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tliread is aetnallf nine-fold tlireads. The same may also he said 

in the case of the character of the string (which may be held to be 

ninefold). Or, we may have recourse to the reasoning that, inasmuch as 
when the word ‘ trint' has been found to be used in the sense of * nine' with 
reference to the /SMr%a verses, it can be used only in such cases where 
there is a possibility of the number nine; in cases where the object referred 
to has a different number, we can admit the Yedic signification to be second- 
ary, and the popular signification to be the primary one; and in such cases, 
inasmuch as the popular signification is the primary one, we should accept 
this in preference to the Yedic sense, — a point that we shall explain in detail 
in the following (the 10th). 

In the same manner, the word * cam’ having its unreasonable multi- 
farious expressiveness barred, it comes to be I’estricted to a single meaning ; 
and this single meaning is necessarily accepted to be ‘ cooked rice,’ which 
is sanctioned by the Yeda as well as by the usage of persons versed in the 
saorifioial science, 

As for the words ‘ SgvabStlah* and ^ aiJcghavt,’ inasmuch as their signi- 
fications of ‘reed’ and ‘the root of the reed’ respectively, belong to the 
words conventionally taken as independent wholes (apart from any idea of 
their component paints), and are sanctioned by the usage of the Yeda, they 
cannot but be admitted to have an authority greater than that of the ordinary 
popular meanings, which are based npon the significations of the com- 
ponent parts of the words (which are admitted by all to be weaker than 
the significations that are based upon convention through and through). 
And from this, too, we conclude the signification sanctioned by the Yeda 
to have a greater authority than that of popular signification. 

In the case of the ‘ Cz/ena ’ sacr^ce which has been compared to the 
hird^ though the word ^ Cyena^ in this connection cannot but be held 
to have been accepted as tbe name of the sacrifice, only by secondary or 
indirect signification, yet it is this secondary signification (of the name of 
the -sacrifice) that is accepted, in such passages as ‘ the other procedures 
are exactly like those of the Qyma ^ ; where the word ‘ CyBna ’ is taken to 
mean the Cyena sacrifice, though it is the secondary figurative meaning; 
simply because as sanctioned by the scriptures, it cannot but be accepted as 
of greater authority, in matters relating to Dharma. 

Even though the signification is an indirect and secondary one, yet it 
is the more antlioritative ; because as sanctioned by the Yeda, it cannot by 
any means be set aside. A meaning that is accepted by the Yeda can 
never be set aside by anyone, no matter whether it be the secondary or the 
indirect one, or got at by a splitting of the sentence. 

ISTor can the AdJiiharana, as thus explained, be said to be a mere repe- 
tition of what is going to be explained under tbe Sutra I — iv — 39 ; because 
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in the case treated of here, there is no douU with regard to any of the two 
significations considered. That is to say, just as there is no doubt with 
regard to the popular signification being correct with regard to uts own 
objects, so too there is none with regard to the Yedic signification; and 
hence there is every likelihood of the latter being set aside by the former 
( whereas the Siitra I— iv— 29 deals with cases of doubtful significaiions of 

'^°"^l'or these reasons, we conclude that it is the signification based 
upon the scriptures that has the superior authority; and it does not 
resemble stray popular usages, which are scattered far apart, and often 
uiixed (wit'll mistakes and inaccuracies )b 


ADHIKARANA (6). 

{Treating of the authority of words as used hy the MlecchasJ] 

8utr aXloy. (The word used hy the Mleeeha) should be 
recognised as sanctioned by the Veda, because there is no contra- 
diction of any authority. 

There are certain words (used even in the Veda) that are not in nse 
among the people of Ary mart a : (1) And we now proceed to consider 
whether or not we should accept the meaning that is given to them hy 
the Mlecchas. (2) The second point for consideration is whether greater 
authority is to he attached to the meaning that may he got out of the 
etymological or grammatical roots and bases of these words, or to that which 
is sanctioned hy usage among the Mlecohas* Even though the authority 
of the supporters of the latter is distinctly weaker, yet it appears to he 
more authoritative; because of the fact of the conventional meaning of 
the word as a whole being admittedly more authoritative (than that 
which is got at grammatically or etymologically ). And we have now got 
to consider the point as to, between the weakness of the supporters and 
the inherent strength of the word itself, which should carry the greater 
weight. (3) The third point that will have to be considered, in connec- 
tion with this, is whether greater authority attaches to the meaning got 
at through the etymological and grammatical basis of the word, as being 
the one sanctioned hy the scriptures, or is it the less authoritative, as 
being due to the breaking up of the component parts of the word. 

Thus then, there being many doubtful points on the subject, we have 
the following — 

PtiRYAPAKSHA. 

The meaning got from the etymological and grammatical bases has 
a greater authority; because even though this would be a newly assumed 
meaning, yet, as being based upon (grammatical) scriptures, it cannot but 
be held to have a greater authority. For certainly, it is better to accept 
the authority of that which has a proper basis, even though it be one 
28 
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“ tliafc has got to be newly assumed, than that of one which, thoagh well- 
“ established, is faulty in its origin. 

How could words occurring in the Veda be taken in the sense that 
is recognised only among the Mlecchas ? Specially when the very sight 
“ of a Mleccha, makes us stop our recitation of the Veda. !Nor is it allow- 
“ able for the people of Aryavarta to have a conversation or consultation 
with the Mleccha; and hence how could we ever come to know the 
sense in which any word may he current among them ? 

‘‘Thus then, not knowing any usage sanctioning a particular mean - 
** ing of a word, the person (that would depend upon the nsage of the 
“ Mlecchas) would have to seek after such usage among all Mleccha couu» 
“ tries ; and there would be nothing left to be done by the commentaries 
(upon the Veda). And then, too, the countries inhabited by the Mlecchas 
“ being innumerable, how could one succeed in getting at all their usages ? 
“ And if any such usage were not found with regard to any particnlar 
“ word, the signification of that word would always remain doubtful ; and 
“ certainly it would scarcely be possible for us to ascertain the endless 
^‘ usages of the innumerable countries of the Mlecchas. 

And (not finding such usage with regard to any word) if we were to 
deduce a meaning from the roots of the word, by the help of the commeu- 
“ taries and grammars, this would come to be set aside and rejected, if affcei‘ 
“ two or three days, a contrary usage of the Mlecchas happened to be found 
“out., " ■ 

“ On the other hand, if we totally reject the authority of the usages of 
“ the Mlecchas, then it would be quite practicable to hunt up usages (witli 
“regard to the signification of a word) in Aryavarta itself; and this 
“ being a single country limited within reasonable bounds, the existence or 
“ non-existence of a usage, would be easily found out in a short time ; and 
thereby the commentaries, &c., also would come to have their use in the 
“ pointing out of meanings (with regard to which we could not find any 
“ usage). Thus then, for the sake of the usefulness of these commentaries, 
“ &c., it becomes a necessity to reject the authority of the usages of the 
“ Mlecchas. 

“ And again, inasmuch as the Mlecchas are found to have no regard 
“ for Dharma, it is just possible that tliey may have distorted the meanings 
of words, exactly as they are found to have distorted the forms of words, 
“ because we do not find a single sanshria (or correct) word in use among 
“ them, 

“ Though there are a few words in use among them that appear like 
“ sanshrta words, yet these are found to he used in senses other than 
“ those recognised by us ; and as even these are used without the neces- 
“ sary affixes, 4c., they are not pi^operly expressive ; and as such they 
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can never be lieM to have aitj real denotation. Even when an Irya 
attempts to find traces of bis own (sanskrta) words amon«? those of tlie 
Mleccbas, be can only find them by grouping together the letters of two 
difierent words (e.g., in ‘ a cwsfom/ they find the sanshr^a word ‘ gjfca ; and 
sometimes he finds therein bis own words^ either a little too short, or one 
too long. 

“ As for example, in the Dravida language, though all words are used 
“ as ending in the consonant, yet the Aryas are found to assume in them 
the affixes, &c., that can be appended only to words ending in vowels? 
“ and thence make the words give a sense, in accordance with tbeir own 
‘‘ {sunskrta)^ language. For instance, when the Dravidas call *rice," 
‘‘‘cor,* the Arya reads in it his own word ‘com* (thief), and comprehends 
“the meaning accordingly. And when the Dravidas call the road ‘ a^ar/ 
“ he reads it as ‘ atarah/ and declares that as the road is difficult to cross, 
“it is really ‘ato*a * (uncrossable). Similarly they call the snake 
“ and he takes it as ‘ papa * (evil), and argues that the snake is really an 
“ evil animal. So, too, in the case of the word ‘ mal * which they use in 
“the sense of the woman, the word is taken as ‘ maZa.* The word 
^^^vair/ used by them in the sense of the stomach, is taken as, ^ vaira^ 
“(enemy); and the use is justified on the ground of the hungry man 
“ being capable of doing many sinful deeds, which proves that the stomach 
“ is an cncmp of the man, 

“ Thus then, when the Sx'ya stands in need of such groundless assump- 
“ tions, even in the case of the words current among the Dravidas (who 
“inhabit a part of Ary avarta itself), — how could we ever reasonably 
“ deduce words from those current among such distant peoples 

“ as the P arsis, the BarJam^ (Barbarians) ^ the Yavanas (Greeks), the JKaw- 
“ makas (Romans), and the like. 

“ Hence we conclude that those words of the Mlecchas that are accepts. 
“ ed (or used) by the Aryas can never he folly trusted in the ascertain- 
“ ment of words or their meanings. While those meanings, that are got 
“ from the etymological or grammatical bases of the words— ‘p^^a/ 
“ ‘ wcma,’ and the like — , can be the only true ones.” ; 

SIDDHAISTTA. 

To all this, we make the following reply : Even among the Mlgcchns, 
if we find the word used by them to be exactly the one found in the 
Veda, we cannot but accept the sense that is imparted to it by them 
(in cases where the word is entirely foreign to our own vocabulary). 
As for the distorted forms of words, however, that are current in 
various dialects, as there have been many modifications, we cannot 
easily discern the real from the unreal. But when we find a certain word, 
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^pijca^ for instance, used in tlie Veda and its subsidiary sciences, and then 
subsequently we find exactly tlie same word current among the Mleccbas 
used by tbem as baving a certain definite signification,— we can accept 
tlie word to have tbe same meaning in the Veda also ^ specially as sucb 
signification is not contrary to any other authority. 

That is to say, in the case of such words asl and 

the like, when met within the Veda, in connection with certain sacri- 
fices, when the matter is duly pondered over, if a person happens to he 
conversant with the two languages, he finds that the words are used 
in a certain sense among the Mlecohas ; and from this he can reasonably 
take them in the same sense in the Veda also ; specially when such inter* 
pretation is not against the authority of the Veda with regard to 

{The 2nd interpretation of the And again, the action of man 

being dependent upon his comprehension of the relation hetween the 
meanings and the words (used in the Injunction addressed to him), it is 
quite reasonable for him, with a view to the correct comprehension of the 
sentence, to have recourse to any usage that he may come across. Hence 
in the case of the words ‘ piJca,^ &o., the sense, in which we find them used 
by the Mleccbas, not being against any authorities, must he admitted to be 
pointed out by the Veda itself. 


{The 8rd inteprefation of the Sutra) t The word ^coditam^ (laid down, 
pointed out) may be taken with ^pramdnem,^ i.e,, yvMena,* (by the authority 
of the Veda); and the meaning then would be that, inasmuch as such 
usage of the Mleccha is pointed out by the Veda, it can very well be 
accepted, specially as it is not against the Aryas, who actually stand in 
need of some such usage (for the proper understanding of certain Vedic 
texts). 

Just as when such words as Homa* (hair) are used in the Veda, the 
priests themselves do not quite understand what the word exactly 
denotes; and they ascertain its exact meaning only by referring to such 
people (always of the lowest classes) as are always engaged in kill- 
ing animals (whose authority is accepted on the point as unimpeach- 
able). In the same manner, it is laid down in the Veda, that at 
the ^ Nishddeshti,'' it is only a false coin that can he given as the final 
gift; and the point, as to whether or not any particular coin is false, is 
decided on the sole authority of persons (always of very low character) 
who carry on a business in such coins. Exactly in the same manner, 
when we find such words as ^pika/ ‘ tamarasa/ used in the Veda, 

and find that we cannot ascertain their meaning either from the Veda 
itself or from the usages of the Aryas, we can certainly accept the meanings 
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iBiparted to tkem by tlie Mleccbas. Specially as sucb acceptance 'would 
be quite in keeping with our own antbority; as it would not be 
contrary to ottr theory that the eternal significations of eternal words 
can be ascertained by nieans o£ the usages of men (and certainly the 
Mleccbas are also men). 

It has been argued above that the scripture being stronger in its 
authority the usage of the Mleccha cannot be accepted. But this is 
scarcely correct j because when there is no contradiction, there is no harm 
in accepting the weaker ; that alone is to be totally rejected which, on 
the very face of it, is distinctly untrue, and incapable of any support, 
exactly like the peroeption of the mirage and the like. And that (Usage 
of the Mleccha ),~whioh is rejected as unauthoritative on the sole ground 
of its being contrary to the stronger authority (of the Veda or of Arya 
usage), — cannot but be accepted as authoritative, when there is no such 
contradiction. And certainly we can find no contradiction in the case 
of the words &o., with regard to which we know of no other usage 

(among the Aryas) that could be contradicted. 

It is for this veiy reason that in the case of the meaning of Vedic 
sentences, we can assert the superior authority of only such usages of the 
learned Aryas as are bearing upon the words and objects in question. 
That is to say, it is only when there is a usage among the Aryas, that we 
accept it as of superior authority; and the assertion of such authority in the 
absence of the usage itself would be exactly like a description of the strength 
of the son of a barren woman. For instance, in the case of the Smrti 
passages dealing with the &c., which relate to things transcenden- 

tal, and have their origin in the Veda, — as also in the case of the words 
‘ cow,^ &c,, and their meanings,— it is true that the Aryas are more fcust- 
worthy and more competent. But in 4he,^a^e"Of '"thc-'wwds- '^^ 
the like, all that the Arya usage does, is to point out that they are words 
expressive of certain meanings, without hinting anything as to what these 
meanings are ; and it is here that the operation of the Arya usage ceases ; 
consequently, then, we ascertain these meanings from the usages of the 
Mleccbas, — these usages too, like the words, being such as pertain to the 
relations of words and meanings, based upon a beginningless use of the words 
for the purpose of the accomplishment of the comprehension of visible 
objects. And in this there is no contradiction of any higher authority ; 
on the other hand, a distinctly useful purpose (in the shape of the under- 
standing of the Vedic text) is served. 

As for the commentaries, &c., we do not find them pointing out any 
other meanings of the words in question, which would serve our purpose 
(of understanding the Veda), and thereby enable us to reject the usages of 
others the Mleccbas). And there can he no doubt that a usage that 
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is ali*eady well-established is more authoritative than that wliich is newly 
assumed; and hence, so long as we have the former, there can be no room 
for the latter. 

As for the comparative strength of the upholders of different usages 
{viz,^ the Mlecchas and the Iryas), the superior authority of the latter 
has heen laid down only in matters relating to Dharma directly ; as for the 
Of dinary worldly things, such as agriculture and the like, all usages 
are equally authoritative. Consequently, in matters relating to menial 
service, house-building, and the like, we can freely admit the superior 
authority of the Mlecchas. 

In matters relating to the correct forms of words, however, we find 
that the Mlecchas are not very expert, and as such likely to he gradually 
losing the correct forms; and hence now no longer able to discern the 
correct from the incori’ect. But if a certain word happens to retain 
its original correct form, even in their usage, this use of theirs would be as 
eternally traditional as any words in Arya usage; and as such how could 
he set them aside? Specially in the cases of such words as ^jpatrorna- 
(a silken or jute fabric), ^ mravdna’ (armour) and the like, as these 
articles are produced only in the Mleccha countries, if they did not point 
out what they meant, how could we comprehend the words ? 

Hence, we conclude that the usage of the Mleccha cannot be held to he 
of an inferior authority. 

As for the Nirukta and other commentaries, &o., they operate only in 
connection with well-established facts and things, and that, too, only by 
means of such established things and facts : and they cannot function 
f towards such objects as are not established (or known). That is to say, 
all that the Nirnktas do, is to explain the words that ai*e already in use 
ambfig the people; and these explained only as pertaining to certain 

" actions denoted by the roots, &c., that constitute the words. And all that 
Grammar does is to point out the correct forms of only such words as haW 
their significations fully known; and it is only once in a way that the 
meaning of a word is pointed out. And as such, these two (the Mrukta 
and Grammar) cannot serve to set aside an usage, even though weaker, 
wdien dealing with subjects other than their own specified ones (explained 
above). 

In the case of a word, where we fail to find any usage, however much 
we search for it, we would he forced to have recourse to an assumption of 
its meaning, by means of the etymological explanations afforded by the 
Nirukta, <fcc. Though such assumptions would he confused and in diverse 
forms, and as such giving rise to many doubts, yet when there are no other 
means at our disposal, we cannot hut have recourse to them. 

Nor can -it be urged that, inasmuch as the Nirukta, &c., would not 
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help in pointing out the meaningsof words, they would he m Because 

they have their use in helping in the proper accomplishment of sacrifxcesr 
which is possible only by means of a knowledge of the Veda with all its 
subsidiary sciences. For instance, we read in the Mahabharata : Being 

and relating to the family of Bharata, this work is called the ‘Maha- 
bharata’; and one who knows this signification of the word, becomes freed 
from all sins.” 

And (1) inasmuch as the accomplishment of such results as Heaven 
and the like are brought about by means of only such actions as are per- 
formed with a full knowledge of them, derived from tlie Veda as aided 
by its six subsidiary sciences, the Hirukta and the like and (2) as even 
though the forms of the words themselves are known, yet the real 
transcendental results do not follow, until one has duly comprehended the 
sentence with the help of a due cognition of the meanings of words, 
as pointed out by the component roots, <&c., which are explained in 
the Nirukta,— we conclude that even with regard to the comprehension 
of such words &c.), as are used among the Mlecchas only, the 

Nirukta, &c., are not without their use (which lies in the helping towards 
the proper accomplishment of the transcendental results). 





ADHIKABANA (7). 

There is no Independent Adthoritatiteness in the KalpasDtius. 

Sutra {11). If it be urged that ‘‘they constitute the science of 
rituals/ — 

With reference to the Kalpasuiras, we proceed to consider the following 
points : — 

(A) Whether, like the Veda, the Kalpasutras are self-sufficient in their 
authority, or are they, like the Mantras and the Brahmanas, a part of the 
Veda itself? (This inquiry is necessary, because) the case of these Sutras 
is not identical with the inasmuch as they are mere compilations 

of what is directly laid down in the Veda. 

Question : What are Kalpas ? And what are the jSwir as f 
The answer is that the Kalpas are those treatises that point out the 
methods of sacrifices, in the form of well-established regulations ; and the 
Kalpasutras are those that serve to point them out. They are called 
^Kalpas* because of their laying down {halpandt) of the sacrificial proce- 
dure, and thereby helping in the accomplishment of sacrifices ; and the 
Sutras are so called, because of ^eiv pointing out {sUcandt) the said proce- 
dure. Inasmuch as, with regard to each sacrifice, the Kalpas themselves 
lay down the rules of procedure, they appear in the form of the bare state- 
ment of facts (without any explanations or embellishments), as we find to 
be actually the case, in the works compiled by Baudhiyana, Varaha, 
Ma 9 aka and others. While the Sutras serve to explain the technical uses 
of words, and thereby to differentiate between general rules and excep- 
tions ; and they contain arguments and instances (in support of what they 
lay down) ; hence it is only that which fulfils these conditions that can be 
called a ‘ Sulra^ j such are the works compiled by A^valayana, Vaijavapi, 
Drahyayani, Latiya, and Katyayana. 

[A] And there is a great difference between the status of the Kalpa- 
sutras and that of the ordinary Smrtis ; because, while the former lay down 
the mles of sacrificial procedure exactly as are pointed out in the Yedic 
texts that are directly available, the latter are compilations based presump- 
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aWy upon sucli Yedic texts as liave become lost, and wliose existence 
can at best be only inferred ; and for this reason tbe antbority of the Kalpa- 
could not be made dependent entirely npon the arguments that 
bave been brought forward in a previous in support of tbe 

authority of tbe 

Firstly^ because in that Adhiharana, tbe Furvapakshay as contained in the 
first Sutra of this Pada, bases its arguments upon the fact of the S7nrtis not 
being based npon the Veda; and this could not be urged against the Kalpa- 
mtras; because texts in support of these are directly available in the Veda 1 
and for this reason they cannot he said to be devoid of Yedic authority. 
And secondly^ because the Furvapahslia cannot declare these Suti'as to he 
absolutely false, as it does in the case of the SmrUs, In the Adhikarana on 
Smriti, the having urged tbe unauthoritative character of 

tbe Smrtis on tbe ground of tbeir having no basis in the Veda, tbe 
Siddli^nta has established their authority as being based upon assumed 
Yedic texts {see above'). And tbe KalpasUtras have not been included there 
advisedly ; because the arguments of that Purvapaksha are not applicable 
to them (as they cannot be said to be ^agabda^ ’ ‘ non- Yedic'). 

Then again, in the present Adhikarana also, we are not going 
to prove tbe antboritativeness of these Sutras, (because there can be 
no doubt as to that) ; all that we proceed to prove is the fact that they have 
no authority of their own, as apart from that of the Veda. 


[B] Or, we may admit that the former Adhikarana also refers to the 
Kalpasutras ; and the present one applies to the Smrlis also ; because these 
latter too have no independent authority of their own. (The former Adhi- 
karana may be taken to have established the authoritative character of the 
Smrtis, as also of the Kalpasutras, and the present proving the fact of none 
of these two having an authority apart from the Veda). 

Fow then, if the Smrtis be admitted to have any authority in matters 
relating to Pharma, then they would either become the Veda itself, or bo 
equal to the Veda in authority; and as such they could be said to have an 
authority of their own, independently of .inferred corroborative Yedic texts. 


[0]. Or, by the word ^ prayogagastra* we can take the subsidiary 
sciences of {Ciksha, Sod), And these may he considered equal to the Veda ; 
specially as the have spoken of them as being the Veda: “The 

name Veda is applied to the Mantra and the Brdhnma, and some people 
29 
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apply it to all the six subsidiary sciences, ” where it is clearly stated that 
the subsidiary sciences are also called the * Veda.’ And hencej the convic- 
tion might very well arise, that these also are the Veda, having an 
independent authority of their own. And for these reasons, it becomes 
absolutely necessary to consider the matter from a different standpoint. 


[D J. Or, the AdMkarana may be taken altogether differently, as 
dealing with the scriptures of the Bmiddhas. The character of the Smrti 
having been denied to them (in a previous AdJiikamna), they may he 
taken as similar to the various recensions of the Veda; and this notion 
has got to he set aside. The Bauddhas are found to declare thus : 
‘‘The scriptures of the Bauddha being taken either as composed in 
accordance with facts, or as not being a product (of human agency) at all, 
there can be no doubt as to the eternal character of the Bkarma as 
delineated in them,” Thus, then, if these Bauddha scriptures come to be 
as eternal as the Veda, then even those Bkarmas (Duties) that are 
laid down in them would he such as have the Veda for their sole authority 
(which has been laid down as the sole characteristic of our idea of Bharma^ 
•which is quite contrary to that of the Bauddhas). And thus one (the 
Bauddha scripture) who was not allowed by the armed wardens of Bmrti 
to enter into the village (of Bharma) would now enter it by the open 
highway (of the Yeda).^ 

Thus, then, all the above four questions being capable of being dealt 
■witb together, the inquiry that is carried on with special reference to the 
Kal;pasutras would apply to all others ; and it is for this reason that the 
Bhashya has cited the JKaljpasutrae only. 


On the question of the status of the Kalpasutras, we have the following-— 
PUEVAPAKSHA. 

[A]. Kalpasutras. 

“ There is no doubt that the Kalpasutras constitute the science of 
‘‘ Eituals, and as such the character of the Veda can never be denied to them, 
“ Or, they may be taken as entirely independent of the Veda, having an 
“ authority of their own, as the Veda itself has sanctioned their authority 
“ in matters relating to Bharw* Ox’, they may be taken as the Veda itself, 
“ on the ground of there being many points of agreement between them 
“and the Veda. 
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^*16 may be argued tbat, oa account of tbeir having been composed by 
human aufchors, they can be admitted neither to be the Veda itself, nor 
to be equal to the Veda in authority/ But we can prove the fact of their 
being independent of human agency, exactly as we have done with regard 
to the Veda ; the names of ‘ Magaha ’ and the rest (as pertaining to the 
Kalpasutras) be explained on the same grounds as the names 

^ Katliaha' &c., as pertaining to the Veda. That is to say, Just as the 
Vedic texts repeated hy Katha having come to be known by the name of 
‘ Kathaka,* the application of the name does not debar us from proving 
the eternality of these texts ; in the same manner, we could also hold the 
eternality of the Kalpasuims that have only been repeated by Magaha and 
‘‘ others. Or, just as in the case of the different Samas, even though each 
of them is called after a distinct Rshi, that does not serve to deprive them 

their eternality ; so, in the same manner, the fact of the KalpasUtras 
“ being called after cex'tain persons cannot deprive them of tlieirs. 

Because, even in the case of the Kalpasutras, we do not find any men- 
tion of authors that are not Rshis ; and as for the authorship of* Rshis, 
“ it is a fact common to these Suh^as and the Veda. For instance, we read 
with regard to the mantra called Caigava : ‘ It is called Caigava^ because 
** Angiras was a child, and yet an author among the composers of the 
‘‘ mantra where it is clear that the word ‘ composer ’ or ^ author ^ means 
‘ one who used ’ ( Angiras having brought the particular mantra into use)i 
In the same manner, the word ‘ author ’ as applied to the compilers of 
“ the Kalpasutras may he taken as signifying ‘ one who uses,’^ 

“ 111 connection with the injunction of the daily duties of the 
Brahmana, we read (in the Veda): — ‘ knowing this, the Brahm ana should 
“ read the Veda ’ ; and then proceeding to lay down the details of this 
“ study, the passage continues — ‘ he should read the Rk, the Yajush^ 
the Sama, the Brahmanas^ theltihasas andPuranas, the Kalpas ’j and as 
this passage distinctly lays down the Kalpas as to be read every day like 
*Hhe Veda, it is clear that they too are (a name applied to Vedic 

‘‘ mantras); specially as it is absolutely impossible for any works of ordi- 
“ nary men to be mentioned in an eternal (Vedic) injunction as accomplish- 
ing a certain Dha^nna by means of its study. - 

Then again, (1) because some of the Brahmanas too — those of the 
“ A7'U7ia and the Faragara pakhas — are in the form of Kalpas ; (2) because 
persons learned in the sacrifices accept these Brahmanas to have exactly 
the same authority as the Kalpas belonging to the Cahhas other than 
their own ; and (3) because a few mantras that are mentioned in tiie 
Kalpas are actually employed at sacrifices, exactly like the mantras of the 
other (Jakhas, — we cannot but accept the Kalpas to be equal to the Veda 
in authority. 
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Tlieiij again, the word ^ arsJieya ’ is accepted as synonymous with 
^ eternal ; ^ and all the Kalpas are known as * arsheya ; ’ (and this also points 
to their eternal character). 

“ The authors of the KalpasUtras too— such as LSti and Drahyayani — 
“ while dealing with the authority of the Kalpas^ hare declared that 
** the Magalca Kalpa is found to lay down that which is directly percep- 
** tible ; and as such being an arsha^ it does not stand in need of the 
** assumption of corroborative texts ; this shows that they have 
“ admitted the authority of the Arsha Kalpa to be superior to the 
‘‘ injunctions contained in the Brahmanas. Katyayana also, in the section 
“ dealing with the LaJcshanasutra^ has declared, in the closing sentences 
of the section on the hyinns laid down in the Brahmanas as to 
** be sung at the sacrifices, — * we will not act according to the 
“ injunctions of the Brahmanas as apart from the Kalpas, as we will, in 
“ accordance with those contained in the Mapaha Kalpa,'* So, too, in connec- 
“ tion with the Frd.yanzya 8^ma sung at the Agnislitoma, it is laid down 
“ in the Fancavinga-Brahmana that there is an option between the 
Yajnayajmy a £Li[id the Jardlodhiya Bamas; hence either the one or the 
“ other may be sung ; but under the Sutra * Jarasat,* KatyEyana has laid 
“ down that the JarabodMya Soma is to be sung as the third from the 
Gdyatra Sdma^ as occurring among the seven Sdmas that constitute the 
Arhhava Hymn (and have nothing to do with the Frdyaniya), In connec- 
“ tion with the Arhhava Hymn, the Sdma that appears next after the 
** Gdyatra^ has been named by him * Sam; * and next after this he men- 
tions the Jardhodhiya referred to by him by quoting a part of the first 
“ word of this Sdma ; while by means of the word ‘ dhe* which is the 
name of the AgnisJitoma Sdma in connection with the JyotisTitomai it has 
been shown that it is the Yajndyajmya alone that is held to be the 
“ Sdma belonging to the AgnisMoma. And certainly, i£ Katyayana would 
have considered the Bx'ahmana to be superior to the Kalpa, he should 
“ unhesitatingly have accepted the option that is distinctly laid down 
** in the Brahmana. 

“ And certainly the rule, that has been laid down by such a person 
as Katyayana, who is known to have been learned in many Vedas, can 
“ never be declared to be illogical, by people like ourselves (who have not 
‘‘studied a single Veda fully). Even the Veda itself has declared the 
“ unimpeachable authority of the declarations of great teachers ; and certainly 
“ the authors of the Subsidiary Sciences were all ‘ great teachers/ 

“Again, just as all rescensions of the Veda are admitted to be equal 
“ in their authority, on the ground of their agreeing with one another, — 
“in the same manner, and on the same ground, we could accept the Kalpa- 
^^sutras to be equal to the Veda, in authority. 
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Even tlie assertions of Hnirustwortliy persons are accepted as 
«« trn.e, wlien. foimd to be corroborated by other means of knowledge; bow, 
then, can it be denied in the case of the assertions of persons universally 
^*beld to be truthful ? specially when the assertions of such persons, are 
found to be in keeping with those in the Veda, and thereby ascertained 
®‘to be true, — who can reasonably declare otherwise ? 

** And again, as a matter of fact, we find the persons learned in 
sacrifices to be performing sacrifices by the help of the Kal^as^ even 
“ without (any knowledge ofj the Veda; while with the help of the Mantra 
*‘and JBra^mawa portions of the Veda, without that of the Kalpas^ihej 
are never able to perform any, ^ ^ ^ ^ 

“ The authority of long-established tradition, too, is equal in the two 
** cases of the and the iTaZjpa, as is shown by the details laid 

“down in connection with the injunction of Vedio study, — the sentence 
“above quoted containing the name of the JlaZpas, t^^ with those 
“of the Mantra^ the Brahmana and the rest. And the agents of tradition 
“ the genteel people of our own day), as also the students of the 
“Veda, are found to he making as great efforts to learn the Kaljpasutras^ 
“ as they do in that of the Mantra and the Brahmana, 

“As the uses of the different portions of the Veda keep on continu- 
“ ously revolving, like the moving of a pulley, no Veda is held to he 
“ complete in all its parts, without the Kaljpasutras. 

“ Hence, we conclude that this science of Rituals, the Kalpasiitms, 

“ must be either the Veda itself, or equal to the Veda in authority. 

[B and 0], Kalpasutras and SmrUs, 

“ The above arguments would also prove that the character of 
“ the Veda belongs to the ordinary Smrtis, as also to the six Subsidiary 
“ Sciences ; or these too, like the Kalpasutras, may be held to be equal 
“ to it in authority. How can any person knowing the Veda deny the 
“ character of the science or Scripture Method to such Smrtis as have al- 
“ ways been known as Dharmagastra (scripture of JDharma) ? Specially as 
“the Vedas, its six Subsidiary Sciences, and the Dharma9astras, are all 
“counted together, by persons knowing the Veda, as constituting the 
“ Fourteen Sciences. 

“ And further, just as we find Ma7itras pointing to the actions laid 
“ down in the Brdhmanas, so also we find Mantras pointing to those laid 
“ down in the Bharma9astras — such as the Ashtahd and the like. In the 
“ same manner, such penances, — as the pei^foz’mance of the Avalcwinl 
“ sacrifice, the Krcchra, the Candr^yana and the like, — being distinctly 
“pointed out by Vedic Mantras, how can they be said to he contrary to 
“ the Veda ? Then again, the description in the Mantras of the young 


230 TANTRA-TARTIKI— ADHYAYA I— -PADA HI — ADHI ( 7 ). 

Bralimana boy as being without liis QihJia, which speaks of the absenee 
** of Ihs Cikha as a well-established fact, cannot but be taken as authorising 
the tonsure of the Brahmana, which is clearly enjoined in HaeBrnttis ; and as 
such how could this tonsure ceremony be said to be contrary to the Veda ? 

‘‘Thus then, why should we seek to assume Vedic texts in support 
“ of the Bmrti injunctions, when these latter themselves can be accepted 
“ either as Veda itself, or equal to it in authority. If we have to assume a 
“Vedic text, the fact of the injunction being based upon the Veda would 
“make it necessary for us to accept the injunction as eternal; and cer- 
“ tainly it is much better to assert its eternality, just as it is found in the 
“ Smrti^ without calling in the intermediate aid of the Vedic text. And 
“certainly, the fi^mr^t-in junctions being themselves well-established facts, 
“ it is far easier to admit them to be eternal in themselves ; or they may 
“ be accepted to be Veda itself, on the ground of their dealing with the 
“ the same subjects as the Veda. 

“ Consequently then, inasmuch as we do not find any beginning of 
“ these BmrtiSf even during thousands of years, we cannot admit them to 
“be non-eternal, hut based upon an eternal basis. Because, as a 
“ matter of fact, it is far more rensonable to assume that the texts as we 
“ find them in the Smrtis are the very same that we assmh^stoJbLQ present 
“ in the Veda (and this does away with the assumption of a different t^t' 
“ for each ^Smr^i-injunction). 

“ And it stands to reason that, while laying down their teachings for the 
“sake of students learned in the Veda, Manu and others could not but 
“ have brought forward the direct texts of the Vedas themselves. Conse- 
“ quentlv, it would appear that these authors, in their compilations, have 
“ only brought together the Vedic texts themselves. For in the presence of 
“ the Vedic texts (whose existence all parties admit), who could accept their 
“ counterparts (as put together in the Smrtis) ? 

“ Then again, inasmuch as we do not find any counterparts of the 
“ Dliarmagastras composed, even till now, we cannot admit the composition 
“ of any counterparts of the Vedas. It may he argued that Manu and others 
“ did not bring together the Vedic texts themselves, for,Jn so doing, they 
“ would have disturbed the continuity of the verbal text of the Veda ; but 
“ by arguing on these lines, we would have to admit that they did not 
“ compose the Smrtis. Because when they did not dai^e to quote the Vedic 
“ texts in parts, — how could they have ever thought of wiuting a work, 
“ to replace the Veda itself ? 

“It is a fact admitted on all hands that the actions laid down in the 
“ Veda can bring about their proper results, only when they are learnt 
“ from the Veda itself ; and not from those that are learnt from other works 
“ of human authors ; as these would be similar to the actions inferred from 
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false semlblances of the Vedio maw^ra^. And it is evident that Afan a and 
others did not compose any counterparts of the simply he-» 

cause they were ^ure of the fact of the incapability of such counterpart 
Mantras to bring about proper results ; and on the same grounds, it must 
“ be held that they could not have composed the counterparts of the BrdJi- 
manas either ; as they knew it equally well that Actions that are not 
laid down in the Veda do not bring about proper results. 

^‘^Tor canit be held that the Smrtis are the orderly collections of 
Vedic texts scattered in different portions of the various Vedas (and as 
such, they would be the products of human agency). Because the Smrtis 
- are distinctly recognised as independent works of a certain form. That 
is to say, it is far more reasonable to hold that there is a distinct Veda in 
“ the exact form of the /Smrtis themselves, than to assume that they have 
“ their basis in assumed Vedic texts. 

“ Thus then, it is clear that the fact of the SfnrHs constituting the 
“ Scrij)kire of Action (Frayoga-gdstra) cannot hut be admitted, if they are to be 
“ accepted as having any authority with regard to Bliarma. Por when it 
“ has been already ascertained that Dharma is that which has the Veda for 
^^its sole authority^ anything that is not Veda, even if it be a Brahmana^ 

‘‘ cannot be accepted as having any authority regarding Dharma, 

Thus then, it must be admitted, either that these Smrtis have no use 
with regard to Dharma^ or that they are so many Vedas; there can he 
‘‘no intermediate course. It cannot be rightly held that they point out 
“the Dharmat and yet have to point to Vedic texts for their authority. 

“ Because their authority extends only so far as the significations of their 
“ words allow. (That is to say, in that case, the whole force of the will 
“have been taken up in pointing to the Vedic text, and they will be ah- 
“ solutely incapable of any action with regard to Dharma'), Specially as, 

“ if we make the words of the SmrHs, renounce that (direct mention of 
Dharma) which they distinctly signify, and point to that (corroborative 
“ Vedic text) which is not signified by them, (on the ground of the inoon- 
“ sisteney of the directly signified meaning), — then (we ask), inasmuch as 
“ this latter assumed Vedic text is also made to signify the same (mention 
“of Dharma) that had been previously signified by the Smrti text, how* 
“ can there be said to be an inconsistency in this latter (which could be 
“ set aside by the said assumption) ? (for if the mention of the particular 
“ Dharma is inconsistent, it is as much so when signified by the Smrtis^ as 
“ when expressed by an assumed Vedic text). Hence, we conclude that in 
“the matter of that Dharma which. is directly mentioned by the Smrti 
“ text itself, this text cannot but have an authority of its own, indepen- 
“dently of any intercession of the Veda. 
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[D]. Bauddha Scrijpfures, 

The fact of the works of Buddha and others being Smrtts liaying 
J^been set aside (in a previous AdMIcarana), we proceed to show that 
** they haYB the character of the 8crij^ture of Action {Prayogagastra), and 
*‘as such are so many Tedas. 

“ We can prove the eternality of the Bauddha scriptures by means 
«« of the same arguments that have been brought forward to prove the 
“eternality of the Veda. As in the Vedas, so in these scriptures also, 
“their authority is self-sufficient, because of their being perfectly ex- 
“ pressive (and comprehensible) assertions; as we have no doubts as 
“ to their meanings ; nor have we any mistaken ideas about them. And 
“being, like the Vedas, without a human author, they are free from 
“all discrepancies consequent upon such origin; because, as in the 
“ Vedas, so in these scriptures also, the possibility of a human author is 
“ absolutely denied. As for the name ‘ Buddha’s Assertmi,’ as applied to 
“ these scriptures, it only shows that they were explained (and not com- 
“ posed) by Buddha, or that it was Buddha who_saw (or found out) these 
“ scriptures ; exactly as the names KcithaJca, Angirasa and the like are 
“ applied to certain recensions of the Veda. In short, whatever arguments 
“ may be brought forward to establish the authority of the Veda, can all 
“ be used in proving that of the Bauddha scriptures. Consequently, just 
“ as the character of the Scripture of Action belongs to the Veda, so too 
“ can it be quite reasonably asserted by the Mimansaka to belong to the 
“ Bauddha scriptures.” 

SIDDHAhTTA. 

To all this, we make the following reply : 

Sutra (12). Not so ; because of the want of proper regularity. 

(It is Purvapaksha [D] that is taken up first) What has been said 
above appears to be distinctly irregular (in its argumentation). 

As a matter of fact, with regard to any subject, people can liave only 
one correct idea ; as for other mistaken notions with regard to it, even 
^though they do not appear in the man’s own mind, yet if they happen to be 
borrowed from another person, they cannot but be faulty (and incompatible 
with the former conviction). At the time that one is having a discussion 
with another person, it often happens that fresh arguments cross up in the 
disputant’s mind, being occasioned at that very time, by the reasonings 
urged by his opponent. Hence it so happens that though the person 
may be fully cognisant of his own standpoint, yet he is tempted to 
bring forward counter-arguments to those urged by his opponent, even 
though in so doing, they retain a mere semblance of his own theory. 
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Thus ifc is tliat Vaibhasikas and oiber Buddliistic sects, 

being afraid of theai'guments put forward by the Himansaka, lose their heads 
completely, and make the astounding declaration that their scripture also is 
eternal. They have such a hatred for the Yeda, that they can never allow 
it any preoedenee over their own scriptures ; and desiring to base 
upon this fact of non-precedence of the Yeda, the truthfulness of such 
assertions of theirs as are contraiy to those of the Yeda, they declare even 
those of their assertions as speak of ‘non-slaughter/ &c., to be independent 
of the Yeda^ taking their stand upon pure reasoning. But in that case, 
their scriptures, being as they are composed by human authors, come to 
foe taken as unauthoritative in regard to transcendental matters ; and (in 
order to save themselves from this predicament) they are taken in and led 
astray (from their own path) by the semblances of the arguments that have 
been brought forward (by the Mimaasaka) to establish the eternalifcy of 
the Yeda. 

Even an ordinary Mimahsaka having proved the fact of human 
assertions having no authority with regard to transcendental matters, the 
Bauddhas find themselves unable to set aside the well-establislied and un- 
impeachable authoritative character of the Yeda, from which all chance of 
discrepancies had been set aside by the single fact of its being independent 
of human agency ; and thus finding no cogent arguments to bring forward 
against the Mimansaka, they lose their heart by having to fall back upon 
the device of repeating the arguments of the opponent; and having no 
reasons of their own to bring forward, they say-~^‘* Our scriptures are eternal ” 
— ^forgetting in this all their own former declarations, and only apishly 
imitating the assertion of his opponent ; and this action of theirs is exactly 
like that of an ignorant bridegroom, who was asked by his father-in-law 
what his gotra was; but not knowing what it was he said — ‘‘ My gotra is the 
same as yours” (not knowing that this would make his marriage impos- 
sible). 

And when taunted by the Mimahsaka bn the point of this argument 
belonging to the Mimansaka, and not to the Bauddhas, they turn round and 
say — It is our argument, stolen by the Mimansaka.” And cei’tainly, if 
one were to shamelessly continue to bring forward such meaningless 
arguments, thereby seeking to deceive other people, he could never lose his 
pointl'- . . . . . ^ 

But by asserting the eternality of their scriptures, in imitation of the 
Yeda, the Bauddhas give up their well-known theory of the momentary 
chai’acter of all things. The Buddha has laid down the momentary character 
of all things that are brought into existence; such a text of the Bauddhas 
being — All sansharas (impressions) are momentary; and how can im- 
permanent things have any action ? barring the two non - e ii ti ties (Des true- 
30 
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tion and Void) ‘all ihat is cognisalle is a product and is ‘momentary' 3Iiey 
lave tie following text also “ Inasmuol as, in accordance witl a rule of 
the Intellect, a word can be related to a certain definite object, fhere can 
he no eternal rmnifestation of the object by the ‘word; because^ (whether 
the manifestation be held to be brought about by a modification of the 
sense-organ, or by that of the object) in both cases such a manifestation 
would be highly objectionable,”— which clearly shows that the Bauddhas 
have always held the non-etemal character of the relations of words to 
their meanings ; and under the circumstances, the declaration of the eter- 
nality of the scriptures, in contradiction to the aforesaid theory of non- 
etemality, would only mate a laughing stock of the Bauddh a. 

For certainly, if the weaver took up only the threads, and threw 
away the shuttle, when proceeding to weave a cloth, he would he striking 
with his fist at the sky. So then, the etemality of words,— which is the 
staple wood on which the whole fabric of the etemality of scriptures 
stands— having been apparently burnt (denied, at least by the Bauddha) 
by means of the fire of fallacious arguments, it becomes impossible for the 
Bauddha to rear up the fabric anew (in regard to his own scriptures). 
As for the etemality of usage (of words) (which the Bauddha admits), it is 
synonymous with the etemality of actions (of words) ; and when the very 
relations of words and their meanings are declared to be transient, how can 
any usage based upon these (relations) be said to be efemal ? because upon 
what could the usage rest (in the absence of the relations) ? Consequently, 
those who do not admit the etemality of word, its meaning ^d the relation 
between the two, can never reasonably hold the usage, which would have 
no legs to stand upon, to be eternal. Because when the word, &c., will 
have disappeared, upon what could the usage rest ? 

Hence the assertion — “ This Bliai'ma-soriptnre of the Bauddha is 
eternal”- comes to be absolutely meaningless. Specially as that which is 
momentarily disappearing can never be pointed out or spoken of as ‘ this 
and hence it becomes all the more impossible for it to be spoken of as 
* eternaV 

(1) ThiiSjtlien, there being no chance for the etemality of the scriptures 
of those who hold the words to he transient, and it being impossible for Im- 
man assertions, treating of transcendental subjects, to be accepted as 
“Scriptures of Action,’' — the authority of the Bauddha scriptures (in regard 
to Dharma) is denied, on the ground of “ asanniyama ” — the meaning of this 
expression in this case being Hhe niyama, or acceptance, of assattva or 
transient character (of all objects in general, and of words in particular). ’ 
(2) Orj the scriptures of the Bauddha, the Jaina and others, being full 
of incorrect words, they cannot be accepted as “ scriptures,” “ because of 
assanniyama'' — the meaning in this case being, ‘because they are composed 
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iiicoiTect words and expressions.’ Being full of vernacular words of the 
Magadhi and other languages^ they are found to be very bad compositions* 
For instance, we meet in them with such expressions mhihTiih* 

hhave Immmavmca isua'iie^ tihkMUB lodammi uvve aUM kdranam padane nat-.: 
4M hd7'anam anuhJiavB hdranmT^ ime mhhada dJim^nd sambhavmiti sahctra^B 
•akdrano^ vinasanti, ami^yatti kUranam, and so forth* 

Thus, then, the words themselves being unreal, how could the objects 
denoted by them he accepted as real ? And when we actually find the 
words to have deteriorated forms, bow can we accept them as eternal ? 

Though in the case of the Yeda too, we have such fallacious ai'gumeuts 
as — ‘the Veda is non-eternal, because it is a collection of words and 
sentences, like the Mabahharata, &o.’ — yet these can produce an idea of 
the transitoriness of the Veda, only so long as the actual form of the Veda 
has not been perceived. No sooner are the forms of the Rk, <fco., per- 
ceived than the aforesaid conception of their transitoriness disappears 
entirely. 

Even when we know the mere beginnings of the Veda, we can never 
inbelligeatly believe them to have been cop posed by human authors. In 
the ordinary world, .we finc^^^^^pfp^^fllowing the bent of: ordinary 
experience, compose works or^^^* '&c.i ^^^ pnnectiQn with the facts of 
ordinary life only by means of words thdS^fe in ken^g with ordinar 
ex.perience. And who could ever have thi^^^ ^a^^ o n sistin 

■as it does of words which_ have almost never ^^K^met wiftt^^^^^feary 
usage, and which have definitely regnlate^^feoents, spread^Pover 
sixty -f our Prapd^/m to How could the first verse of the -Rgveda — “I 

adore Agni, the foremost priest of the sacrifice, the glorious Deity, the 
Inviter, the receptacle of Jewels ’’-—ever fee the assertion of a man ? Where 
could he have found such a metrical method of expression, fey tfee help of 
which he would compose the verse ? What, too, would be his motive for 
composing it? Where has Agni been seen to be a ‘priest,’ that one 
could describe him as such ? Where, too, feas anyone met with tfee word 
‘zZe’ in the sense in which it is used in the passage? Where again, 
has it been found that Agni is tfee ‘Deifcy ’ of tfee sacrifice ? Because tfee Deifcy 
of each sacrifice is defined by Vedio injunctions alone. There is no such 
material class as ‘ Deity (a ‘Deity’ is only the name of one to 
whom ofierings are made, — and this could not he perceived by the ordinary 
means of worldly perception). Nor does any man know the fact of 
Agni, being either an “ Inviter ” of the gods, or a “ receptacle of jewels ” ; 
and certainly it is not possible to eulogise those properties that one knows 
nothing of. Hence we conclude that such assertions could be made only 
by the Veda as independent of everything else. 

Similarly in the case of the first mantra of the Yajurveda ; “ 0 
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Grass how could saei an assertion he made by a human being . 

How, too, could people know of this mantra being of use in the chopping 
of the twigs ? Similarly, too, bow could the mantra “ Jlrje &e., be hnows 
by any man, capable of ttudea-staiidiiig things before he does_ an act, 
to be of use in the washing of the twigs? What man again could 
lay down that the mantra ‘ YayavaTi stha ’ is to be used m ^e separating 
of each calf from its mother (at the time of milking it). That is to say, 
that the word ‘vayu’ in the plural indicates each of the ealres as 
separated from its mother could never have been thought ot by any 
human being, given to thinking over things. -u j. 

So, tKio, in the case of the first mantra of the Samaveda, such forms 
(in sinking) as— " OpwSi,” &e.— could never have been composed by_a 
human'being ; as there appears to be no visible purpose for singing it m 
this form. Tliat is to say, bow could any infcelligent person transform me 
lully expressive words of the verse— “ Ague uyaU, into the form 

* 0 gna^ ’ &c., wbicb is never met with in ordinary parlance, and which is 
incapable of any grammatical construction ? So also, how conld any 
intelligect person, unless he had lost his head, transform the correct ‘i 
. in ‘ VUayS, ’ the ‘ ta ’ into ‘ to, ’-and the ‘ ’ iti'o ‘ 

Thus, then, we conclu^ittat the-fom of the Veda itself establishes the 
fact of its branan agency. There arc only, a very 

, Fi iri|riirr~irii|iiiiii resemble ordinary sentences j but in these 

^ detect c^l^n Vedic peculiarities. 

Hence, whenever t& teachers, or the students, or other persons near them 
i eome to ponder over the words and sentences of the Veda, and their significa- 

tions, they at once recognise the fact of its being independent of human 
agency, which is clearly indicated by the Teda itself, iind since this is 
not enough to convince the logicians outside the Vedic pale, all that 
the Mimahsaka has done is to bring out such arguments from the Veda 
itself, as go to prove the independence o-f the Veda of all human agency; 
and thus the Mimansaka has (by this unbelief of the Bauddha) only 
obtained the glorious name (of having proved the independence of the Veda^ 
wliich is really established by the Veda itself). 

On the other hand, in the case of the Baucidha scriptures, even though 
we come across, here and there, with words that appear to have been 
correctly used in their original forms ; yet, even in these eases we often find 
such uses as those of ^ ^roj'naj^ti' (in the sense oi 
( - mfinati), ^ pagyaia ’ (instead of drigyata) and so forth ; and hence it is very 
rarely that we find any purely correct uses of words. When such is the 
case with words that appear to be correct, what can be said of those that 
are found to be used in forms that are more deteriorated than even the 
deteriorated vernaculars ? For instance, in the case of the word ‘ hMhh'hav& ^ 
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c|noted above, even in the Prakfta, we bave often found tiie letter e at 
tbe end of Accusative Plural, but never in the Nominative or in the Voca« 
tive ; in place of the word ‘ sanshfia ^ all that the Prakrta is found to do 
is to duplicate the K, * delete the nasal ‘ il, * and change the ^ x * i^to ‘ a ’ j 
and it does not add a ‘ da ’ sound, as is found to be done in the word 
* quoted above which is thus found to have completely destroyed 

the unimpeachable form of the word ‘ 

“Ihus, then, we conclude that on account of their being composed of in- 
correct words and es:pressions, the scripture of theBauddha^ &c.^ can never 
be held to be either a Veda, or an eternal scripture. 

(3) . Grammar supplies the only means of ascertaining the eternal 
and primitive forms of words. And while we find the Veda full of gram- 
matically correct vrords, we do notfind the Bauddha scriptures to beso j 
and thus there being no strict observance of the grammatical forms of 
words in these latter, they cannot be accepted as scriptures. In this case, 
the expression * asanniyamat ’ would mean * because of there being no strict 
observance of grammatical rules.’ 

(4) . Or, the expression ^ asanniyamat ’ may be taken as referring to 
the absence of any permanence in the Bauddha works, which did not 
exist (prior to their composition by Buddha), as is clearly proved by the 
Buddha himself, who seeks to establish the transitoriness of all things, on 
the ground of the momentary character of all that exists. 

(5) . Or, the expression ^ asanniyamSit ’ may be explained as 
‘ asatam 7iiyamStt, ’ which would mean that, inasmuch as these works 
invariably lay down such evil and false doctrines as the momentary 
character of things, the world being a mere void, there being be no 
self, and so forth — or inasmuch as they seek to establish their con- 
clusion by false reasonings, — no authority can belong to] those decla- 
rations of Bharma that proceed from the same persona as have laid down 
the aforesaid doctrines. 

Nor can these scriptures be held to be eternal, because there is a clean 
remembrance of their authors (Buddha, and others). And hence in matters 
relating to Bharma, which is amenable only to an eternal scripture (as 
proved under Sutra I-^i — 2), we cannot admit of the independent autho- 
rity of the Bauddha scriptures. 


(The Furmpahshas [B] and [C] and [A] are next taken up.) 

In the case of all the Subsidiary Sciences and the/ffmrfe too, inasmuch 
as we have a distinct knowledge with regard to their authors, they cannot 
be accepted as independent scriptures (in regard to Bharma')^ (As urged 
under Fw'vapahshas, B and 0.). 
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The same arguments also serve to set aside the independent authority 
of the KaljpasMras (as urged in Pur'OapahsJia A; because of these too we 
know the authors, which fact is enough to prove that they had no ex- 
istence befoi’e they were composed by these authors (and as such they 
cannot be held to be eternal). The arguments that have been brought 
forward in support of the eternality of the Veda, are not applicable to the 
case the Katpasutras, because of people having firm convictions with 
regard to their having been composed by human authors. That is to say^ 
Just as the teachers and students know of the existence of the Kalpasutrm 
and other works, exactly in the same way are they also cognisant 

of their authors, A 9 val ay ana^ Baudhayana, Ipastamha, Katyayana, and 
others. 

From this it is clear that they had no existence prior to their being 
composed by these authors ; and, for this reason, how can they be accepted 
as Scriptures of Actio?i, either as a distinct Veda, or as similar to the 
Veda?' 

(6) . We do nofe base the fact of the KalpasUtr as heaving been com- 
posed by authors on the mere ground of their being called by the names 
of certain persons ; and hence our arguments cannot be met by the replies 
advanced under the Sutra l— i— 80 (“ The name is due to their having been 
explained by certain persons The fact is that the idea of these 
authors is brought about by means of an endless traditional eonviction ; 
and this is only supported by the said names as applied to the Kalpasutra, 
t&c. In the case of the names “ K&tJiaJcct ” and the rest, as applied to the 
Veda, the names themselves can be held to be eternal, as based upon the 
fact of the eternal Rescensions of the Veda having been explained by 
such eternal personalities as Katha and others; but no such explanation 
is possible with regard to the names M^gaTca^^ &c., as applied to the 
Kalpasutras, for the simple reason that these Sutras are never recognised as 
eternal; because the words, — ^^Mapaha,^^ Baudhdyana^'’* and Apastamha’^ 
— distinctly point to individual non-eternal (created or born) personalities; 
and as such, they cannot serve as the basis for an explanation of these 
names belonging to eternal books. Hence the Sutra may be explained as — 
‘ because the names ^Mdpalca^* &c., distinctly indicate the fact of previously 
non^existing (asatavi) books having been composed (niyamdt) in the form 
of the Kalpasutras^ &c., these cannot be accepted as Scriptures of Action. 

(7) . It may also be explained as — ‘because in the Kalpasutras, 

there are no such rules and regulations as there are in the Veda, they 
cannot he accepted as scriptures.’ asanniyamdt^ =^qii account of the 

non-existence of niyamas.'] 

(8) . Another explanation of the Sutra is this— ‘ The Kalpasutras cannot 
be accepted as scriptures, because there are no restrictions of time, &c.. 
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witli regard to them, as there are with regard to tlie Veda/— as 
is distinctly mentioned in the SMra ‘ The Snlbsidiary Sciences may be 
studied wheneyer one likes. ’ 

The E7ia^%a has explained the as referring to the absence of 

accentuation in the Kalpasutras. But this would apply also to the cUvSe of 
the mantras that are quoted in extenso in the Kalpas ; as also to the 
Chandogya Brahmanas laid down in the Qrhya^Siitras ; which would also 
come to be denied true scriptural character and authority. Because the 
eight Brahmanas with their esoteric explanations, that are studied by the 
Chandogas, have got no definite accentuation j and this absence of 
accentuation would make them lose their Vedic character. 

Consequently we must take the 8utra to refer to the absence, in the 
Kalpasutras^ of the self-evident eternality and independence of human agency 
(that have been pointed out with regard to the Veda); for though the 
Veda has a definite accentuation, yet this is not all that it has got 
(in contradistinction to other so-called scriptures). 

Sutra (13). Also because of the absence of explanatory 
passages. 

The fact of the Veda having explanatory passages also serves to point 
to the same fact (of the Veda being independent of human agency). Inas- 
much as, in the Veda we find many such explanatory passages, as are not 
possible ill ordinary parlance, we conclude, from this, that the Veda is 
not the product of human intelligence. For what intelligent human being 
could be capable of composing such Arthavada passages, as — “ Byhaspati 
sang for the gods,^’ “ Indra killed Vrtra/^ “ Prajapati cut out his 
own fat,*’ “ Cows performed this sacrifice, hence they have their horns 
growing after ten months,” and so forth. Specially because, even as we 
find the Arthavddas in the eternal ‘Veda itself, it becomes extremely 
difficult to connect them with Injunctions ; and then, if a human author 
were to compose such apparently incongruous passages to be taught to his 
students, he would come to be marked as a fool. 

As a matter of fact, however, in the KalpasMras^ we find nothing like 
such explanatory passages^ which could lead ns to conclude them to he 
independent of human agency. 

And further, the fact of these Kalpasutras, &c., being devoid of any- 
thing like direct Injunctions, distinctly establishes the descriptive charac- 
ter of these (that is, since they do not contain any direct Injunctions, 
they must be taken as mere descriptions or explanations) ; and it also 
shows that they are not capable of laying down anything new (in the 
shape of Injunctions on JDJiarma). In the case of the Veda we find that 
verbs in the present tense, when rendered attractive by means of Arthavada 
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passages, become endowed with injunctive force. While in the Kalpa- 
sutrasj there are no Arthamdas (and as such there is no chance for the 
verbs in them, which are invariably in the present tense, to have any in- 
junctive force). (HjiTor can it be held that these verbs are in the fifth mood, 

which has an injunctive signification, and not in the Lat, (Present) the 
forms of both being the same; because) the fifth mood (Let) has been 
distinctly laid down, as to be used in the V eda only ; and as the Kalpa- 
sutras are neither Mantras nor Brdhmanas (which two alone constitute the 
Veda), it is not possible for them to contain any verbs in that mood. 

Though the declaration that ‘according to some people all the six 
Subsidiary Sciences are Vedas* would make the Kalpasufras'kno'Wtk m 
‘Veda,* yet like the Mimansa, they cannot attain to the position of Veda 
proper (metrical); because the regulations of Veda proper Cmetrical) 
apply only to the Mantra and the Brahmana portions of the Veda. That 
is to say, in accordance with the 8utra of Katyayana— “ the Injunction, 
the Enjoined, and the Argumentative Science of Mimaiiisa, all constitute 
the Veda” — though the name “Veda” becomes applicable to the 
Mimansa, which consists of a compilation of all the arguments connected 
with the Veda, yet, it does not becdmo affected by the rules and regula- 
tions relative to Veda proper; and hence the Kalpasutras too, being 
exactly in the same position, cannot be accepted as forming a Scripture 
of Action f which is only another name for Injunction, 

It has been nrged above that as the Kalpasutras have been enumerated 
by the Veda, among the subjects to be studied in course of the BraJimayajna, 
they must be held to be eternal ; but this premiss becomes too wide ; inas- 
much as the Itihasas and the Purdnas are also similarly enumerated. 
That is to say, the said Vedio text has mentioned the Kalpas together with 
ItiMsaj^ smd Furams; Yfhioh shows that even the products of human 
agency (such as th.Q Itihasas and Purdnas are universally admitted to be) 
are included among the sciences (to be studied in course of the Brahma^ 
yajua), 

(There is yet another explanation of the mention of the name of Kalpa in 
the Veda). There must have been other Kalpasutras before our present 
Kalpasutras were composed (that is to say, since the very hegiiming of time, 
there must have always been some sort of a Kalpasutra^ in each Kalpa, 
exactly as in each Kalpa, there has been a Brnrii) ; because, in the absence 
-of such Sutras, any thorough orderly comprehension of the methods pre- 
scribed in the extensive Vedas is absolutely impossible ; whence it follows 
that ever since there has been a Veda, there has been a performance of 
sacrifices, and ever since then, there never has been a total absence of any 
of the Subsidiary Sciences (and it may be this endless series of Kalpas 
that has been mentioned in the Veda) ; as there is nothing against holding 
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tliis series to be eternal ; tboagli any particular Kalpasutra cannot be 
admitted to be independent of human agency. 

And as for the word “ Kalpa^^^ it signifies nothing more than an eos- 
planation of the meaning of the Veda ; and as a name significant of this, the 
^ Kalpa ’ can very well be held to be eternal ; and it is as such that it has 
been enjoined as forming part of the daily Becitation (of the Brahmana) ; 
but all that is meant by this Injunction is that the Brahmana should make 
it a point every day to recall to his mind (and go over) the procedure of 
the various sacrifices (laid down in the Yeda) ; and though there can be 
no doubt as to this procedure being eternal, that does not necessarily mark 
the books dealing with this procedure (w., the books on Kalpasutras) aa 
eternal. 

As for the points of agreement between the Veda and the Kalpasulras^ 
such agreement is quite explicable on the ground of the latter following 
(or being based upon) the former ; and hence as they only follow what has 
been laid down in the Veda, the Kalpasutras cannot be said to have any 
independent authority of their own. 

Further, no students have ever regarded the Subsidiary Sciences as 
Veda; as for the declaration — according to some, all the six sciences are 
Veda’’ — , it by no means exj^resses thegeneraliy accepted theory. 

And again, as a matter of fact, whenever any two declarations are 
found to agree with one another, it is always concluded that one of them 
is explanatory of (and subsequent to) the other ; and finding such agree- 
ment between the Bralimanas and the Kalpasutras, we instinctively con- 
clude that inasmuch as the former is replete with direct Injunctions, it 
cannot be held to be explanatory of the latter ; and hence we are forced to 
the conclusion that it is the Kalpasutras that are explanatory of, and sub- 
sequent to, the Bralimanas, 

Nor can the case of the authoritative ness of the Kalpasutrash^ held to 
he analogous to that of the different recensions of the Veda; because of the 
same persons being the students of the Veda as well as of its Kalpa. 
In the case of the different recensions of the Veda, the students of each 
are distinct from one another (and hence the Injunctive authority of all 
of them is admissible) ; whereas in the case of the Kalpa, as each Kalpa only 
explains the meaning dealt with in detail in the particular Veda to which, 
it belongs, and as such tbe students of both of these being the same, the 
former can never be admitted to have an injunctive authority (apart from 
the Veda which supplies all necessary authority). 

Then again, we find that the authors of the Kalpas explain certain facts 
in accordance with the reasonings supplied by the Brahmanas ; and as 
such, the Kalpas can never be held to be equal to .the Brahncmas, in authority. 
31 
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We also find that the passage in the Brlihmana has a signification 
entirely different from what is assigned to it by the explanatory XoZpa ; 
and hence too, we cannot admit the Kalpa to he independent of the 
Brahmanas. Hence, though it is possible that certain similarities ot 
Rubiects and expressions between the Brahmanas and the Kalpas may give 
rise to the misconception that the Kalpas are also independent Brahmanas 
by themselves, yet the above arguments ‘instantly remove such misooneep- 


It has been urged above that the T eda itself speaks of the independent 
authority of the assertions of the great Teachers (among whom the 
authors of the Kalpasutras are included). But there too, the word 
‘ Icarwa’ in the Vedic text is only a chance coincidence of sound (that is 
to say, the world ‘acdrya’ in the text does not mean ‘ teacher ’ but the 
‘Veda’ itself, the word being explained ‘ as that which improves (Scinoti) 
the irtollect’). Or, it may be taken as laying down the absolutely trust- 
worthy authority of the Teacher, with special reference to the students 
whom he should be teaching the text and the meaning of the Veda. 
Manu has thus explained the meaning of the word “flearya”: “One, 
who having initiated his disciple, teaches him the Veda, with all the sub- 
sidiary sciences and esoteric explanations, is called the acarya ” ; and in 
order that at the time of such teaching of the Veda, the disciples should 
have an implicit confidence in the words of the Teacher, the Veda has 
declared the authoritative character of the assertions of the Teacher; and 
this declaration of the Veda does not refer to the authors of the Kalpa- 


sutras. 


‘ Sutra (14). Because of the action being laid down for all 
cases ; and because of the proximity of scriptural authority. 


All asseriions of human beings are not accepted to be true ; because, 
«s a matter of fact, their assertions are generallj found to be false. As 
hns been declared elsewhere : “ Hence it is that speech speaks of both, 

truth and untruth, because it has been pierced with evil/’ Such falsity of 
the assertions of the Kalpasutras is distinctly pointed out by the Veda 
itself ; specially as we meet wifeli many assertions that are contrary to one 
another (and to the Yeda). This is what is meant to be pointed out by 
the first half of the sutra ; the latter half meaning that the contrary 
scriptural passages being in close proximity, the disagreement (or contra- 
diction) is easily perceptible. 

The example of such disagreement that has been cited in the 
that with reference to the SiMllpaka ” of the sacrifice on the 15tli day 
of the month, has been disregarded j because in that case the declaration 
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of ilie ill coMection wifcli this stJiallpaka has been attributed to 

the of the Bar^a-Furnamasa ; and as snch it 

seems as if the Vrtti purposely, with a view to entirely suppress the 
a.uthprity of the Jfa2pas?e^ra, fastened a foreign assertion on to it* 
We have a declaration of the Grhyasutr a to the following effect: *‘In 
the4^fe5^a^a Soma, until the evening offering has been made the morning 
offering should not foe given up ; nor should the evening offering be aban- 
doned until the morning offering has been made and just as this passage 
is not taken as referring to the AgniJwtra^ — so too, the following passage 
of the Kaljpasutra cannot foe taken as referring to the Bargapicrnamasa : 
“ Until the offering of the last day of the month has been made, that of 
the fifteenth day should not be abandoned ; nor should the offering of the 
thirtieth day be abandoned until that of the ^fifteenth day has been 
made.” And as such, tliere being no real contradiction of the Kalpasutra 
by the Yeda (in this case), we must cite another example (for instance, 
the JTaZjpaswim says — ‘‘ The Pari/a^m* is made of ' all the sacrificial mate- 
rials,” which lays down Z7ie making of the Faryagni with reference to all 
the materials ; while we have the Bralimana text which lays down the 
Faryagni as to he made out of the purodaga ouly ; and there can be no 
doubt that there is a distinct disagreement between the two)* 


ADHIKABANA (8). 

[The Eoldhadhiharana-^treating of the fact of the Vedic text assumed in 
support of a usage havmg universal application and mi tliority.'] 

Sutra (15). “Inferences being restricted in their application, 
usages can have only a limited authority/' 

With reference to certain popular local customs, the present discussion 
is started; the question being as to whether these customs have an authority 
limited within certain areas, or they have a universal application. In this 
connection, we have got to consider all the Injunctions and Prohibitions that 
are marked by the acceptance or avoidance by certain people, taking each 
of these one by one. 

There ai*e certain customs that are followed by the Eastern people, 
though avoided by the exceptionally good amongst them ; and we proceed 
to consider whether these customs have been laid down for those people 
alone, or for all men. In the same manner, there are certain customs that 
are peculiar to the Southerners, some to the Westerners, and others to the 
northerners ; and we have got to take into consideration each of these. 

The first two sutras of this Adhikarana : the 15th and 16th 
sutras) can also be taken as referring to the question as to the locally limit- 
ed or universal authority of such works as the sutras of G-autama, the 
Grhyasutras and the like. That is to saj, we find that, barring the 
Purdnas, the jSmrti of Manu, and the ItihdsaSf all other Brnrii works— 
such as those of Q-autama, Ta 9 ishtha, pankha, Likhita, Harita, Apas- 
tamha, Baiidhayaua and others — as also the works on Grhya — are each 
studied exclusively by only certain sections of the Brahmanas, and 
each of them has its relation restricted to only a definite Yeda, exactly 
like the Pratigdhhyas. For instance, the sutras of Gautama and Gobhila 
are accepted by the Chaiidoga (Samavedi) Brahmana only ; those of 
Ya^lshtha by the Rgveds ; those of Cahklia and Likhita by the 
Vajasneyis ; and those of Apastamba and Baudhayana by the Krshna — 
Yajurvedis. Thus then, the fact of such limited acceptance of these sutras 
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affords matter for reflection; tlie question "being— is eacfl of tliese 
antboritative only for tbe particular sect by ^hicli it is accepted ? Or, 
are they all equally authoritative for all people ? And on this, we have 
the following.:— . ' 

PPRYAPAKSHA. 

InasDiiich as we find the being studied only by the parti- 

cnlar sects of the Brahmanas, we conclude that their authority is also 
‘‘ limited to these Brahmanas alone ; specially as the authority of the 
is based upon certain assumed texts, which as the objects o! inference, 
“can be believed to have an existence only where the inferential indicative 
“‘the Snirti,^ exists; that is to say, the suiras being found to be 

“current only among certain limited sects, tbe Yedic texts pointed to by 
“ these cannot have their existence outside this pale. Hence, whether it 
“be an Injunctive or a Prohibitive Yedic text, its existence cannot be in- 
“ ferred outside those limits. 

“That is to say, the compilations of the sutras^ or the usages can 
“lead to the inference of Prohibitive or Injunctive texts (in support of 
“ themselves), only with reference to those persons among whom they 
themselves are current, and not among other people. For example, the per- 
“ ception of smoke in one house cannot lead to the inference of the existence 
“of fire in another house ; nor can this latter be inferred by people who 
“ have not seen the smoke (hence the authortative Yedic text corroborating a 
“Usage can have no authority for those among whom the usage is not cur- 
“ rent). " 

“ Thus then, the Injunction of Agnihotra can refer to only those per- 
“ sons for whom the Tfpanayana and the Adhana have been laid down. And 
“exactly as certain duties and rules of conduct are restricted to certain 
“definite families and castes, so too the duties and the rules of conduct 
“ obtaining in a certain country would have their authority restricted 
“to that country alone. 

“ If the Prohibitions and Injunctions bad a universal application, 
“Usages (whicli are all based upon such Injunctions &c.) would also come 
“ to have a universal authority, there being no reason for limiting the 
“ scope of their authority. And then the Usage, based upon the texts that 
“have universal application, would be followed by the capable men of all 
“ countries, exactly like the Injunction of the Agnihotra, 

“ As a matter of fact, however, we find the usages being followed 
“ only by limited classes of people ; and hence we conclude that the Yedic 
texts authorising such usages must also refer to these limited communities 
“only. Because the only reason for assuming the Yedic texts is to 
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substantiate the otherwise inexplicable usages current amongst the people; 
‘‘and hence such texts could not have any application to those people 
“among whom the particular usages themselves are not current* And as 
“ in the case of usages, so also in that of the QrJiyastdra (fee., the assume^ 
“ corroborative Vedic texts can have no relation to those people among 
“ whom the Qfhyas are not current. And hence we conclude that these 
“Usages and Grhyasutras <fcc., have only limited applications. 

“ It has been sbowii under swira I— ii— 30, that, if the fact of the grains 
“having been prepared by means of the pwpu be taken as the reason for 
“ making the offering by means of it, then the instance that has been 
“ cited would also apply to that alone ; hence the meaning would be that 
“inasmuch as the pwrpu is the means of preparing the grain, the offer- 
“ing is poured by means of it; and there cannot, in such a case, arise any 
“ question as to the offering being poured by means of the darvz or the 
^^jpUhara <&c. 

“ And, in the same manner, as we find all usages to have only a limited 
“ local currency, we cannot but conclude that the corroborative Tedic texts 
“inferred in support of such usages, can have only a local application. 
“Thus then, all inferences being restricted within certain definite limits 
“ of place, time &c., the Yedic text that is inferred cannot but be admitted 
“as having an authority only within those limits.’^ 


SIDDHANTA. 

Sutra ( 16 ), But the duty must be universal, because of the 
universal character of tbe Injunctions, 

In this we have the reply to the above TurvapaJesha : 

On account of the universal charaotar of the Injunctions the Bliarma- 
pSstra, &o., must he taken as applying to all persons capable (of performing 
the duties laid down.) 

Having come across certain Snirtis and Usages, when we proceed to 
infer the Yedic texts in support of these, the inference that we can have 
must be of such causes as are similar to the effects (the Snirtis &c.),— 
according to the law that the effect always follows in the wake of its 
cause. And consequently the positive injunction, technically called 
‘ Bhdvand,* that is inferred, must be that which lays down certain definite 
actions, sacrifices, charities, offerings, fastings and penances &g — ex- 
pressed by means of verb roots, — as leading to specific results, like Heaven 
and the like, by means of certain specified processes ; and in the case of 
certain actions of the body, the sense-organs and the mind, that are 
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slmmied by certain people, tbe inference is tbat of a prohibitive text, 
pointing out tbe prohibited action as leading to undesirable results 
in the shape of Hell and the like. 

And thus we hnd that in both cases, the injunctions or the prohibi- 
tions distinctly refer to all persons that have tbe capability of doing tbe 
acts enjoined or prohibited; and as such, none of these, Usages or 
Bmrtis, GB;n ever be taken as having a limited application, as referring to 
any particular place, time or persons. 

Specially because as a matter of fact, we know that with regard to 
each action, the character of the agent is ascertained, only in three 
ways : (1) by capability (for instance in tbe case of the Agnihotray we ascer- 
tain that anyone who has tbe capability of performing it, should perform 
it) ; (2) non-prohibition (as in the case of certain actions that are done 
with a special object in view, we ascertain that all men can perform the 
actions, except those for whom it is distinctly prohibited) ; and (3) by 
special qualifying words (as for instance, in the case of the Rajasuya sacri- 
fice, it is distinctly laid down that it is only the Bafi” {Kshatriya) that 
can perform it. 

And in the case in question, we find that the capability (of doing the 
acts) laid down in the Smrtis &o., belongs to the people of all castes and con- 
ditions, inhabiting the whole country of the Arja^arfca, except the blind, 
the deaf, the mad and the dumb, who are precluded from such actions. 
The capability too, of doing the prohibited acts, we find existing in the 
two, three or four castes (ie., certain actions that are prohibited for the 
Brahmana may be allowable for the other castes, and soon) ; and where 
we find the avoidance of the action much more extensive, we conclude 
the capability of its performance to reside in the Mleccha (who are believed 
to be capable of all actions howsoever abhorrent). 

In a case, however, where we infer a Vedic text, in support of a 
certain usage, we do not find, in this text, any qualifying expressions? 
limiting its application to any particular countries or persons. Nor can 
we infer any texts that could prohibit the said usages, with reference to 
the people other than those among whom it is prevalent. 

In certain cases it does happen that, though the capability of per- 
forming the action, belongs to all men, yet tbe action is distinctly re- 
stricted to certain definite classes of men by means of restrictive qualify- 
ing words ; as for instance the RHjasuya is laid down as to be performed 
by the Baja (Kshatriya), the Yaigyastoma by the Vaiyya ; and so on. 

But in the cases in question, it is not possible for us to infer the ex- 
istence of one or many qualifying words (in the Vedio text), that would 
in any way specify the persons among whom the authorised usage may 
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be p re vale 111), Because all denote eifeher the OZa^*' or the IncUmdual 
while in the case in question, anj such restrictive words that we would 
infer could not specify either the Class or the Indwidual. 

Because the restriotive words could be only such as ^Hhe Uasierners 
(should perform the Moldka)^* ; but as a matter of fact there can be no such 
definite class as ‘‘the Easterners,’’ which would exclude all the people of 
the other parts of the country, and include all of the Eastern part ; and as 
such we could have no such specification as that “ the Holafeu is to 
be performed % the JEJastermrs alone. ” As for the classes, “ Man,” 
“ Brahmana ” and the like, that are found to include the Easterners, they 
equally include the men and the Brahmanas of all parts of the country ; and 
as such could not serve to specify the text as referring only to those people 
(the Easterners) among whom the particular custom might be prevalent. 

As for the words denoting individuals — t.e., the proper names, — they 
refer to one person only, like “ Devadatta ” and the like ; and the presence 
of such words could not point out the custom as referring to any number 
of persons, Nor is it possible to have anyone name for all the people 
of the Eastern country, because it is absolutely impossible for us to 
have any conception, either individually or collectively, for all the endless 
varieties of people inhabiting the Eastern part of the country. This 
also shows that words cannot signify individual persons, as endowed with 
certain particular properties and actions and as belonging to a particular 
class. Because there are no individual properties, actions or classes, that 
could be capable of pointing to particular individual persons, as inhabit- 
ing particular parts of the country ; as each individual is found to be 
specified, separately { by means of the properties belonging to each singly 
by himself). 

Nor do words denote anything other than classes and individuals, 
and hence there is nothing upon which we could base the specification of 
the persons for whom the custom may be authoritative. 

It is with a view to this that the Bhashya has declared that we can- 
not reasonably admit the qualifying word— that may be inferred to restiict 
the application of, the Injunction that by its very nature refers to all 
capable persons — to be denotative either of the Class or the Individual. 

That is to say, such customs as those of the Eolaka and the rest, can- 
not foe said to belong either to a particular Class, or to a particular individual. 
Nor is it possible for ns to have any name that would apply only to tlioso 
people among whom the custom is prevalent. 

Some people read the Bhashya passage as— “ That qualifying expression 
can only denote the Class and not the Individual^ And what they mean is 
this ; U uder sutm YI— i— 8 , it is shown that the expression “ svaryakdrnah,'^ 



UNIVERSAL AUTHORITY OE VEDIO TEXTS ASSUMED IN SUPPORT OP USAOES. 249 

(one desiring Heaven), tHoBgli expressing the meaning tliat is signified by 
its component parts, is yet made to signify the whole class of human beings 
that desire Heaven, irrespective of the gender and number in the 
word svargaMmaJi’* (which is in the Masculine Singular) ; on the 
ground that, as the expression occupies the position of the nominative no 
significance can be attached to its gender &c., and hence the injunction— r- 
one desiring Heaven should perform sacrifices — is made applicable to all 
human beings in general. In the same manner, in the case in question, 
because all local Customs and Observances, point to their being applicable 
to all persons that desire the particular results following from those 
actions, and are capable of performing them, — therefore it must be admitted 
that all men in general are entitled to the performance of such actions- 
There are other commentators however, who, in connection with the 
present passage of the Bhashya, proceed to consider the signifi-cation of 
verbs ; and as such having found fault with this last reading, accept the 
former reading, (that we have explained above) ; and being led astray by 
the direct mention of the word “ vidhana ” in the sictra^ and being unable 
to perceive any difference between the Vidhi and the Bhdvand^ fight shy of 
having to differentiate the forms of these two ; and consequently upset- 
ting the conclusion arrived at in the Bhdvarthddhilcarana (II-i-1-4), 
favour us with the following explanation : — 

“The BhQvana (signified by the Injunctive affix, <fec.,) is incapable of 
being specified by its properties, by means of any other words (save 
the Injunctive affix, <feo.).” And if some one, desiring to learn the real 
meaning of the verbal affix asks them — what is this “ Bhdva or Bhdvand ’’ ? 
— all that they can say is that it is nothing more than the expression 
* huryat ^ {sJiotdd do) itself ; because they hold it to be inexpressible by 
any other word, they can only speak of it by means of the Injunctive 
affix ; but any use of the affix by itself being impossible, they have re- 
course to the next best method of uttering the affix in connection with 
the root ‘ hr ' (to do), which is a common substitute for all verbal roots. 
[Though the conclusion arrived at in the Sutra II-i-1 is that, the Bhd^ 
vand is denoted by the Injunctive affix, and is not the Injunctive affix itself]. 
And then they proceed thus : “ All that is expressed hy the word is 
either in the form of a Glass or an Individual ; but we find the verb ta 
have passed beyond the Class and the Individual ; and hence we are forced 
to the conclusion that the signification of the verb is inexpressible.’* 
[Though the Bhdvcirthddhikarana distinctly points out that the signi- 
ficatiou of the verb lies either in the Accusative or in the Instrumental.] 
(They proceed) “it is this very fact that is mentioned in the Bhashya 
passage in question : It (the verb) cannot he held to denote either the Class 
32 
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or the Individual ; the word ' it " being taken as referring to the word 
‘ V (in the swira), which is thus declai’ed to be incapable of ex- 

pressing either the Class or the Individual. For when one says 'should 
do’, the man has the conception ' I do " ; and as such the VidM, or the 
Bhdvand (as appearing in the word ' huryat') cannot he said to be either 
a Class or an IndividuaL” 

But all this is altogether irrelevant and groundless ; and is due to a 
mere chance similarity of words, which, though having quite a diff- 
erent meaning, have been twisted by the commentators, into a signi- 
fication entirely at variance with the Bhashya^ with the sole purpose of 
displaying their ingenuity ; exactly as the text — " the bull with four horns; 

»» — lias been twisted (by Patanjali) into a reference to the science 
of grammar (vide above, the section on mantra). 

The present passage of the Bhashya occurs in connection with the 
treatment of the fact of local customs having a universal authority. And 
hence it can be reasonably taken along with . the sutra, only if it be ex- 
plained, as we have explained it, as denying the possibility of any res- 
trictive qualifications in the Vedic texts (assumed in support of customs 
and usages). But if this explanation is renounced, and the passage is 
taken as pointing out the inexpressibility of the Bhdvand (which we hold 
to be denoted by the verbal affixes), on the ground of its being neither a 
Class nor an Individual,: then the passage would become well worth 
reieoting, on account of declaring what is entirely irrelevant, useless and 
unreasonable in the present connection. For in that case the passage 
could be construed with the rest of the sutra^ only in the following 
manner : “ Because the verb cannot deinote either the Class or the Indivi- 
dual, therefore the action enjoined by it has an universal application ! 
And certainly this would he a truly astounding declaration! For all that 
it would mean is that, if the Injunctive affix, <fcc., could denote the 
Bhdvand or the Vidhi either as the Class or the Individual, then such 
customs as the Holdlca, and the like, would have only a limited autho- 
rity ; hut because as a matter of fact* the meaning of the said affix, 
&c., is distinct from either the Class or the Individual, and as such, alto- 
gether inexpressible, therefore that which is signified by the said verb 
must have a universal authority ! ” And certainly this would serve as a 
first-rate example of irrelevancy. 

And having at first declared the Bhdvand to be inexpressible, they speak 
of (express) it by means of certain synonyms of their own creation (such 
as ‘ Bhdva ’) ; and thus they contradict their own former declaration. That 
is to say, with a view to show their own vollubility, they have spoken of 
the absolutely impossible synonymous character of such words as ' vidhi 
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(Enj auction), ^upadega’ (advice), ^karluvyatd^ (tlio 

thinking of a certain result as proceeding from a certain action) ; and bj 
this they have certaiulj succeeded in proving the inexpressible character 
of the Bhdvana l I 

Even if the verbal affix denoted either the efficiency of the agent, or 
the substratum of his efficiency (the Accusative), — then too, having, as in 
the case of the expression ‘Hhe Brahmana sacrifices,’^ its specifications based 
npon the qualifying words fas “Brahmana”), the fact of its signifying the 
Class or the Individual would depend solely upon such qualifications ; and 
as such any consideration of the question of the verbal affix itself signify^ 
iiig or not signifying the Glass or the Individual, could not in any way 
help us in ascertaining the scope of the authority of local customs and 
Smrtis ; and under the circumstances, any consideration of the significa« 
tion of the affix would become all the more useless, when it actually 
signifies only the Vidhi or the Blidvana^ independently of any denotation of 
the agent* 

And again, if the mere fact of the verbal affix not signifying either 
the Class or the Individual were made the sole ground of the universality 
of an Iniuncfciou, then, even in the case of such Injunctions — as “ The Raja 
should perform the E^jasuyay ” “ The Vai^ya should perforin the Vaigya- 
stoma ” and the like, — the verbal affix being as inexpressive of the Class or 
the Individual, as in any other Injunction, these too would have to be 
accepted as applying to all men ! 

If it be urged that — “ in these cases, though the affix is truly inex- 
pressive, yet the qualifying words, ‘ Baja ’ &c., serve to restrict their ap- 
plication,” — then, in that case, it becomes clear that one who bolds these 
customs &c. to have only a local authority, should argue that there are 
such qualifying words (in the Yedic texts assumed in support of the 
customs, &c., ; while one who holds them to have a universal authority, 
should argue that no such qualifying words are possible. And this is 
exactly what we have done, having rejected the possibility of such 
qualifying words on the ground that any indication (by such words) of 
either a Glass or an Individual, in accordance with particular customs, 
is absolutely impossible; and as such the Injunctions (assumed) cannot 
but be taken as referring to all men as a class, which is implied by the 
force of the Injunction. 

And it is only as referring to the rejection of the possibility of any 
such qualifying words that the next two, eighteenth and nineteenth^ sutras can 
have any connection in the present context. 

And hence, the Injunctions being always found to have a univer- 
sal application, we must conclude all local customs, as well as the 
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Grhyastitrasy &C.5 that are prevalent only among certain sects, to liave a 

mi i versa! aiitlioritji 

Sutra (17). The restrictions (in other cases) would be based 
upon direct perception. 

It has been urged in the IPurmpdhsha, that the customs should be held 
to have a limited authority : as are the usages and duties that are res- 
tricted within the limits of certain families or sects, so, in the same maimer 
we conld infer Yedio texts (in support of the cnstoms) having similar 
restrictions. 

But this is not possible [ because in the cases cited— : those of cer- 
tain special sects of Brahiuanas having three locks, others having one 
&c,, &c;) — because we acfcuaUyfiud (see with our eyes) restricted usages, 
we can admit of such restrictive qualifications as the (‘Brahmana *) 
/property^ etc., and which are all expressible by means of single words ; ex- 
actly as we find in ordinary experience that the number of quartering 
.the sacrificial Cake di:ffiers in the case of different Brahmanas ; and then 
finding that there are directly perceptible Yedic texts that specify these 
numbers for each particular sect, (in the same manner, actually finding 
the number of hair locks differing in different classes of Brahmanas, we may 
infer from that very fact, on the ground of analogy with the quartering 
of the Cake, that there are Yedic texts restricting the number of locks 
also). That is to say, in the case of the quartering of the Cake, we 
actually find that for those that belong to the family of Bhygu, Ya^ish- 
tha, punaka, Atri, Budhnya»^Ta, Kanva, Sahkrti, and the Kshatriyas, 
recourse to the second called the ^[Nardgansa^^^ while for others 

that which is called “ is laid down ; and thus finding this to be 

invariably the case, we are led by these very perceptible facts to the direct 
Injunctions of these restrictions in the Yeda itself. And the same process 
holds good in the case of the usages, &c., that are actually found to belong to 
only certain particular families and sects — such as one sect having one 
lock of hair, while others have three and so on, — all of which point to 
direct Yedic texts in support of this. Whereas in the case of the Kolaka^ 
&c., this method is not applicable (as they ai'e not actually found to be 
keeping strictly within any definite bounds) ; and as such, there is a world 
of difference between the example and the fact sought to be supported by it* 

Sutra (18). Also because there are no distinguishing marks 
of any specific agent. 

It has already been shown that it is not possible for the text (assumed 
in support of a Custom} to have any qualifying words that would denote 
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either the Class or the Individual (to whom it is restricted) j and we now 
proceed to show that it is also impossible for it to contain any such quali- 
fications as that ‘ one who has red eyes (should observe the custom).' 

The opponent declares : “ Though there may not be any restrictive 
“qualifying words in general, that could denote the Class or the Indivi- 
“ dual, — yet it is quite possible for the text to contain words that would 
“ point out the form, complexion and other qualifications of the person fol- 
“ lowing the Custom, — exactly as the Injunction of the laying of fire lays 
“ down such qualifications as ‘ having a son, ’ ‘ with black hair,' and 
“so forth, — which would restrict the authority of the Custom." 

And in reply to this, we have the following ; There being no distin- 
guishing marks, any specification of a particular agent is not possible. It 
is only by means of constant or exclusive distinguishing marks that any 
particular agent can be positively singled out; while in the case of such 
qualifications or distinguishing marks, as the having of red eyes^ &c., that 
could be pointed out as belonging to the Southerners, we find that these 
marks are also common to other people, who do not observe the particular 
custom (of the Southerners) ; and conversely, we find the Custom being 
observed by people not possessing the said features {f.L : those of the ^ 
Southerners whose eyes are not red). Hence the authority of the Custom 
cannot be restricted by means of any such distinguishing characteristics of 
agents. 

The Bhdshya has taken the word ‘ nityasya ' (in the sutrai) as qualify- 
ing the word “ lihga " but in that case the compound “ Ungabhava " 
would be inexpressive (or impossible) ; inasmuch as the word ‘ lihga * 
being the subordinate member in the compound would (in that case, 
be dependent (i,e., connected with, or qualified by, something — 

‘ nityata ' — which is expressed by a word — ‘ nitya ' — that does not form 
a member of the Compound). 

It might be urged in reply, that the word ^ lihga ' being ever depen- 
dent (upoii that which possesses . the or mark), it would always 

imply the other co-relative of its V and thereby not losing its efliciency, the 
Compound would be quite possible ; ;.)ex^ctly as we have in the case of the 
expression — “ Bevadattasya gtirukulamJ^ 

But this is not possible ; because the present case is not similar to 
that of this last expression ; because the relations in the two cases are 
totally different ; the word ‘ lihga ' does not always stand in need of (^.e.,has 
not its denotation dependent upon) constant Q nitya") ; while the word 
‘ Guru ’ (teacher) has its denotation ever dependent upon that of * Deva- 
datta ' (the disciple). That is to say the word ^ guru" can have its de- 
notation only as with reference to the disciple {i,e., the Guru is always 
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TGCGgnised as the Guru of sotue disciple, and there can be no idea of the 
^Guru, which is not accompanied by that of the disciple) ; and iieuce in the 
case of the expression ^‘M)ei7adatteya gurukulam '^ — the word ^ guru^ 
has its denotation included in its permanent relationship to the disciple 
* Devadatta ^ ; and as such this depen dance (of a word notin the compound) 
does not necessarily vitiate the compound. In the case of “ Unga and 
^^nityasya,^^ on the other hand, the word ^^linga^' has its denotation 
dependent only upon a Lingi, that which possesses the Linga ; and certainly 
the word ^ nityasya"* cannot be said to be in any way synonymous with this 
Lingi; and as such the permanent relationship of the Lingi and the 
Linga cannot justify the compound ■■ nifyasya UngahTiamt'^ 

.Though it is true that the word “ is used only where there 

is a relation of the Indicator and the Indicated, (and tins relation is 
eternal) yet the denotation of that word does not depend entirely upon 
*eternality as that of the word * Father’ depends upon that of the word 
‘ Son,’ or that of the word ^ Teacher, ’ on that of the word ‘ Disciple.’ 

And further, it is the word *\lingi ” itself which, having its denotation 
fixed by those of its component parts, depends upon the word linga ” ; 
and the word. “ Z^7^^/a ” does not sfcan^ in need of anything besides the 
verbal root from which it is formed. And inasmuch as the word 
denotes that by which something is marked or indicated^ there 
is a distinct dependence upon the relationship of the action of indicating \ 
and as such, though it is not spoken of related to anything^ yet it is not 
independent of the Object, the Instrument, Action; and on this 

grouudj we could justify the efficiency of suma>mpounds as ^^lihgino 
lihgadarganam^^^ specially because tbe denotation of tbe word ^Hihgi^’ 
depends upon tbat of the word linga, In the case of the word 
^fniiyasyaf^ however, it is only after the denotation of the word ‘‘ Zm^a ” 
has been duly accomplished, that the^^^SP “ ” comes to be 

X'elated to it as expressing, by means of the Genitive, one of its proper- 
ties ; and hereby the need of this rel^i^hip not being supplied (by the 
word “ linga ” itself), the compoun(V lihgabhSvdt ’ remains abso- 

lutely inefficient or inexpressive. 

For these reasons, the word “ must be taken as qualifying either 

the agent, as distinguished by certain definite distinguishing features, or 
the authoriiatine application of the text assumed in support of tl^e Custom ; 
the meaning of the sittra being that, inasmuch as there can be no exclu- 
sive distinguishing marks, that could single out any particular agent, or 
point out the limits of the authority of the text assumed (in support of 
tlie Custom), — ^it cannot be held that such customs as the HoldJca and the 
rest have a limited authority as based uidou certain assumed Vedic texts 
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containing certain words tliat point out tlie distingnisbing 'characteristic^ 
(marking oat the particular agent &c., d?c«, 

Sutr€i (19) Tlie name is based upon a connection with place. 

This sntra refers to sncli qualifying words as the names ‘ Easterner ’ 
and the like, which the Custom is found to follow in its entirety. 

Says the opponent : “ All local customs are observed by men, speci- 
bed by such names as * Easterners, ' ‘ Southerners, ’ and the like ; and they 
‘‘are never found to be prevalent among people that are without such 
“names; consequently the Vedic texts that are assumed in support of 
“ such customs cannot but contain these distinguishing names ; and as 
“ such they must more reasonably be accepted as having only a limited 
“ authority.*’ • — , . , . . ^ 

To this we make the following reply: Because such names are ap-* 
plied to the agent on the sole ground of ^ his connection with certain places,^ 
we conclude that the Yedic Injunction assumed in support of the Cus-^' 
toms, must contain words that denote the qualifications of place. Then,- 
as for the place, as qualified by a certain quarter (East or West, <fec.) or 
in the shape of the quarters East &c., themselves — there can be no one 
particular country in the world that can be exclusively and invariably known 
as the Bast (the inhabitant of -which would always exclusively be known as 
the Easterners^ &c.) (and even if there be such a fixed place) as a matter of 
fact the Custom in question (/.^., the BLolOkayi^ not found to be limited exclu- 
sively and invariably within those limits ; as we find that it is observed b'^ 
many people residing outside the limits of the place called the ‘ East ’ ; 
while many people residing therein are found not to observe it. " 

Thus then, for such names, there being no basis other than the 
place, the Customs, supported by Vedic texts as qualified by the parti- 
cular places (indicated by the names) could not have their prevalence de- 
pendent upon any other cause than the relationships of these places. But 
as a matter of fact, we do not find the prevalence of these Customs re- 
gulated by these, either positively or negatively ; as we find that the 
Holaka is observed by certain people not inhabiting the Eastern country, 
and also that it is not observed by some men of that country ; and hence 
we conclude that there can be no assumption of Vedic Injunctions qualified- 
by specifications of place by means of certain names pointing to certain?; 
places. . ; . . 

The opponent finding in the above argument a (fancied) support to 
his own theory, springs forward with the following: — 

Sutra (20) the Custom could not be found to be 
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prevalent in otlier countries (the names cannot be held to be 
based upon the specifications of place).” 

If you have succeeded in refuting the fact of the names being based 
upon specifications of place, we can easily point out another basis for 
“ them* For certainly, if the names were based upon the specifications of 
place, then the Customs could not be found to be prevalent among other 
countries ; therefore we must find for them another basis in the shape of 
GlasSi 

* “ Or, we may accept the names by themselves, as independent of any 

“ causes ; even then, they could serve to qualify the Inj unctions (or the 
“Agents). For, all that we have got to do is to find a basis for the Cus- 
“ tom ; and this basis being found in the Vedio Injunction as qualified by 
“ by such NameSy we do not stand in need of any farther enquiry into the 
“ basis of these Names. That is to say, the restriction of the authorita- 
“ tive application of the Custom having been accomplished by means of 
the Names, independently of any basis for themselves, there is no reason 
“ for assuming the fact of their being based upon specifications of place, 
“ specially when such specification has been found to be distinctly faulty.” 


To this, we make the following reply: — 

Sutra (21) The names would be literally significant, like the 
word 'Mathura/ 

The specifications of place are made on various grounds — as those of 
habitation^ births or departure. That is to say, the name “ Easterner ” can- 
not be applied to any man, except upon one or other of the following 
grounds: (1) either he must be an inhabitant of the Eastern country 
or (2) he must have been born in that country, or (3) he must have come 
from that country ; and so forth. And thus we find that such Names 
are never independent of some sort of a connection with a place. 

And we have already shown that the prevalence of the Custom is not 
always in accordance with these names j since we" find many inhabitants of 
that (Eastern) country not observing the Custom (Holaka) ; while, on the 
other hand, certain inhabitants ' of another country, whose fathers or 
grandfathers had originally migrated from the Eastern country, are still 
found to be keeping up the Custom. And hence we conclude that the 
Names could not serve to restrict the authority of the Injunctions (sup- 
porting the local Customs). 

The Bhashya has explained the word “ Mathura ” as also denoting 
m0 who has starts for Mathura ihnt the alfix, that is present in the word 
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eaa be possible, ouly if tbe word be taken to mean ‘ a going to 

Matbara ’ in aocordance with Patiini’s : i\r-iii-85 ,* oi'*, if applied to 
all man that may be going to Matbara, the word cannot bat be beld to be 
ased as sacli by antra st worthy (ignorant) men; as the affix coald not be 
possible in the case of all persons going to Mathura being meant. 


Having thus foand it absolately impossible to infer an Injanction wirh 
qaalifications specifying the agent, the Opponent proceeds to the theory 
that the Injanction assamed must refer to the special places, as constituting 
a part of the Custom itself. : 

Sutra (22) “ The specification of place may be a property of 
the Action itself, like the sloping &c/' 

“ In connection with certain sacrifices the Teda has declared that the 
altar should be sloping towards the East and to the North, or to the 
“East only; and just as these specifications of place are laid down as 
parts and parcel of the sacrifices themselves (as it is only when per- 
“ foi'med upon such an altar that the sacrifices can bring about their proper 
‘‘results) ; so, in the same manner, the specifications of the Eastern coun- 
“ try may be taken as laid down by the assumed Injunction, as forming a 
“ constituent part of the Custom itself (^.e., the Holcika can bring about its 
“ proper results only when performed in the Eastern country).” 


To this we make the following reply : 

Sutra (23) Bat this too is similar to the qualification of the 
Agent. 

Just as the qualification of the Agent has been shown (in sittra 18) to be 
inconstant (inexclusive) ; so also would be tbe qualification of place ; be- 
cause there is no strict fixity either of the “ Eastern Country, ” or of 
“ the country with black soil ” (which are the two qualifications of place 
that have been cited in the Bhashya), That is to say, the country (f.^., 
India) which is “ Eastern ” according to some people (of Afghanistan), is 
“Southern” according to others (the Thibetans); and similarly there is no 
single country that could be exclusively spoken of as the “ Northern ” or 
the “ Western. ” And as for the presence of “ black soil, ” it is found in 
many countries, and as such could not serve to distinguish any particular 
country among these. 

33 
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For these reasons, we conclude that the Injunctions oi Ihe Holaka^ 
cannot he qualified by any specifications of place &c., with reference to the 
men (inhabiting these places) ; because, as a matter of fact, we find that 
many people actually inhabiting “ a country with black soil do not 
observe the Custom j while it is duly observed by people inhabiting 
other countries (with red soil) ; and hence any specifications of place can- 
not be accepted as regulating or restricting the authority of the Injunc- 
tions assumed in support of such Customs, &c. 


ADHIKARANA (9)/ 

[Treating of the necessity of udng the correct forms of Words']^. 

PURYAPAKSHA. 

Sutra (24) ** The Science of Grammar not having the charac- 
ter of Scripture, there could be no restriction to the usage of 
words/' 

“ In a case where a single word is found to be used variously with 
“ entirely different meanings — e.g,^ in the case of the word ^yava^ which is 
“ used in the sense of the harley corn and also in that of long-]pepjper , — it 
“ has been shown above 5) that both meanings cannot be held to be 

“optional alternatives, because of all options being tainted by eight dis- 
“ crepancies ; also that the same word cannot be accepted as haying differ- 
“ ent meanings ; as that would necessitate the unreasonable assumption of 
“ various potencies in the same word ; consequently, the only method that 
“ was found to be reasonable, was the taking of only one meaning as the 
“ pinmary denotation of the word, all others being relegated to the second- 
“ ary position ; and then again, it has been shown that we accept that mean- 
“ ing of the word as autlioritative which is supported by scriptural usage, 

“ and as such, reject those that have their sole support in ordinary usage. 

“ But in a case where the single object, Cow, is found to be spoken 
“ of by means of many words— such as ‘ go[ (the Sanskrit word), and ^gdvl ^ 

“ (and such other vernacular corruptions),— it is quite reasonable to accept 
“the expressive potency of all these words, as they are found to be used 
“by old and experienced men; and there being no contradiction of the 
“scinptural forms of words by the vernacular forms, and the Scriptures 
“ being in the form of sentences, their full functioning is always preceded 
‘‘ by tliat of the words (constituting the sentences) ; and as such the scrip- 
“tiire can never reasonably have anything to do with the pointing out of 
“•certain words as correct or incorrect (sddhu or asadhu) ; because in that 
“ case there w^ould be a mutual interdependence (between tbe Words and 
‘Hhe Scripture). That is to say, because the Action of the Scriptures 
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depends Upon tbe ordiiiaril j accepted significatioBS of wordSy no words in 
ordinaiy use can ever be differentiated by them as correci or mcorrecf. 

“ In the case of Sentences^ as appearing in the Veda or in the BrnTtis, 
or as giving expression to certain usages, we accept the one tbat pre- 
“ cedes to have a greater authority than that which follows ; because we 
perceive a distinct contradiction among them. In the case in question, 
“however, this is not possible (i.e., the science of grammar pomting out 
“ the correctness or incorrectness of words cannot be accepted to be more 
“ authoritative than ordinary usage) ; because in this case, the order is 
“ x^oversed ; that is to say, the correctness or incoiTectness of words can 
be acertained only by means of ordinary usage ; specially as correctness 
“and incorrectness univeimlly recognised as identical with expressive^ 
“ ness and inexpressiveness^ respectively (i.e., the word that expresses some 
“ meaning is accepted as correct, and that which is meanittgless as incorrect ; 
“ and whether a certain word expresses a meaning or not can be ascei'tained 
“ only by ordinary usage). 

“ It is only an indistinct sound, or single lettei’s, ora conglomeration 
“of letters witliout any reference to their signification,— -as for instance, 
“ the letters of the alphabet repeated by the boy, — that can be said to be 
“ incorrect {asSidhu). That is to say, the sound made by the beating of a 
“drum, the single letters ^ &c., pronounced either singly by themselves 

“or together with all of the same class ka, hha, ganglia and il), — 
“all these do not express any meanings ; and as such are incorrect. And 
“in this case, it is only from ordinary usage that we ascertain the fact of 
“ these sounds expressing no meanings, and hence being incorrect. On the 
“ other hand, the vernacular words, ‘ gmil and the like are found to be cap- 
able of denoting the Gow^ just as well as the Sanskrit word ^<70 ’ ; in fact 
“they are quicker than the Sanskrit word in their action of denoting tlie 
“ object, as they are used more commonly than the Sanskrit word. And 
“hence though all these 'words are denotative of the single object 
^ Coio' yet, inasmuch as they are quite capable of expressing their 
“ meaning, they cannot but be recognised as correct ; exactly as the woi’ds 
“ ‘ ^hara,' ^ pdni ,' — all signifying the hand — are all accepted to be 

correct*. , . . ■ ■ . • 

“ Thus then, if the words ‘ gUvt," &c., be declared to be incorrect on the 
“ ground of their inexpressiveness (which has been shown to be the only 
“reason for incorrectness)^ then such declaration, being in direct opposition 
“ to a well-recognised fact of ordinary experience ( that the words in ques- 
“ lion do actually denote the cow)^ cannot be accepted (as true). 

“If the Correctness ov Incorrectness of words be said to depend on cer- 
“ tain unseen transcendental facts, then, inasmuch as such correctness^ &c., 
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are notfouiad td be down in the Yeda itself, tkey could not be accept- 
*^ ed on the strength of any other means of knowledge. (1) As for Sense- 
*lperoeption, the letters of all words, Sanskrit as well as Yernacular, are 
equally perceived to be pure letter-sounds ; and we do not perceive, 
by the senses, the correctness or incorrectuess, of these letters, taken 
either singly or in groups. (2) Nor can these be ascertained by means of 
■ ‘ Inference ; because as they are not amenable to Sense-perception, itis not 
■‘ possible ever to perceive any invariable concomitance of these with any- 
“ thing. (8) As all human assertions are based upon Sense-perception and 
“ Inference, and Correctness, &o., have been shown to be not amenable to 
“ these, they cannot be held to be capable of being ascertained by means of 
“ such assertions. (That is, we cannot accept a word to be correct or in- 
“ correct because a man pi^onounces it to be so). W as for Yedic 
“ assertions, we have already shown (in the Arthamda seGiio-n) that when 
“ they contain only descriptions of certain things or their properties, witli- 
“out any connection with Injunctions or Prohibitions, they have no author- 
“ity. (That is, wo do not accept the authority of a Yedic sentence that 
“ would merely describe a certain word to be correct) . And the correctness 
mcorrectness of words not having the character of an Action, it can 
“never form the object of an Injunction or a Prohibition. 

“ It may be argued that, as correctness mid. incorrectness appear as J«- 
strtiments in the BhUmna of Denotation (i.e., as we recognise the fact that 
“true denotation can be realised only by means of such and such words, 
“and that true denotation cannot be realised by means of such and such 
“words), they can form the objects of Injunctions and Probibitions. But 
“this is not possible ; because it is absolutely impossible to assume end- 
“ less Injunctive and Prohibitive texts, referring to each individual word. 
“ And then, too, when as a matter of fact, we have never come across any 
“ authoritative list enumerating all the correct words, how is it possible 
“ for us to have any idea of the Yedic texts authorising the use of each of 
“these words ? And as for the incorrect forms of words, their number is 
“even greater than that of the correct ones j and as such it is absolutely 
“impossible for the use of each of these to be prohibited singly, like the 
“prohibition of the eating of kalanfa (the desh of an animal killed by a 
“poisoned arrow). In the case of such objects as the Vrthi and the 
Kalanja, we have distinct notions of the extent of the denotations of 
“these words, as restricted within certain well-defined limits of Class or 
“ Property, &c. ; and as such they are found to form the objects of Injunction 
“ and Prohibition respectively. While so far as the words ‘ go ’ and ‘ gam, ^ 
“ are concerned, they cannot form the objects of Injunction and Prohibition, 
“either as a definite Class or an Individual. Because correctness or incorrect- 
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“ ness is never perceived in the shape of a genus^ either of objects or of proper- 
“ ties, pervading over all individuals (e.e., all correcfc or incorrect forms of 
“ words are never perceived together as included in any class or as having 
‘‘ any property in common) ; and as such we cannot assume only two texts, 
one a general Injunction (‘all correct forms should be used^), and another 
“a general Prohibition (‘no incorrect forms should be used') (the former re- 
“ ferxung to all correct forms and the latter to all incorrect ones). Because 
“all words — be they correct or incorrect— are equally included in the 
“ general class ‘ Word ,’ and there are no two intermediate secondary classes 
“ that could refer to the two (the correct and the incorrect word) separate- 
“ ly. And hence if each individual word were to be enjoined or prohibited 
“ then we would have to assume as many Injunctive and Prohibitive texts 
“ as there are words ; and thereby the number of Vedic texts, assumed in 
“support of the various Smrtis and the endless number of words, would 
“ be more than the whole universe could contain. And as a matter of fact 
“ it is not possible for even a millionth part of these to he directly declared, 
“ and the text that is not directly declared cannot serve as the basis of 
“ any Smrtli beeanse we have already shown above that the Smrtis cannot 
“be said to be based npon such Vedic texts as can only he inferred (and 
“ not capable of being ever directly perceived), 

“ ISTor is it possible for the Injunctions and Prohibitions to he based 
“ upon the expressivemss or inexpressiveness of words ; because all words 
“ — correct or incorrect— are equally expressive. Hence we can have no 
“ such injunction as that ‘ one should use only expressive words’ ; because 
“ such use is an established fact (there being no inexpressive words used) 
“ (and as such it could not stand in need of an Injunction, which always 
“ lays down somethifjg that is not got at by other means). Nor is it pos- 
“ sible for us to have any such prohibition as that ‘ No inexpressive words 
“ should he used ’ ; because as thei^e never is such a use, its prohibition 
“ would be useless and impossible. For we cannot have sucli Injunctions and 
“ Prohibitions as — ‘ one should drink water, ’ ‘ one should not drink fire ’ — 
“ (becjiuse the former is unnecessary, and the latter impossible). 

“ In the case of the Smrtis relating to the science of Grammar, it is 
“ necessary that we should assume a Vedic text enjoining the use of 
“ correct words, or one prohibiting the use of all incorrect words, or one 
“ that combines the said Injunction and Prohibition. But writers upon 
“ Grammar have preferably had recourse to the first alternative— bas- 
“ ing their Science upon the Vedic text enjoining the use of correct 
“ words. If the science of grammar were based npon the Prohibition of 
“ the use of incorrect words, then, — ^inasmuch as these incorrect forms 
are indefinitely innumerable, it .would be absolutely impossible to have 


NECTiBSlTt OF TJSINa CORRECT FORMS OF WORDS. 


203 


any definite idea of the science ; and hence the writers have based it upon 
the Injunction of the use of correct words, which nathrally (through Appar- 
** ent Inconsistency) implies the prohibition of the use of incorrect words ; 
“ just as in the case of the Smrti injunction — ‘ Only five of the five-nailed 
“ animals are fit for eating, ’—it implies the prohibition of the eating of all 
other five-nailed animals. In the case of the Injunction of the use of 
“the correct words, these words have got to be remembered. In both 
“ cases, the one (Prohibition or Injunction) implies the other also ; and as 
“ such the Injunction of the use of correct words also serves to give us an 
“idea of tbe impropriety of the use of incorrect words. 

“ Thus then, in the ease of the Science of Grammar, whichever of the 
“ three alternatives is employed, it becomes possible to include all cases 
“ within a definite compass ; and as such there may be some sort of definite- 
“ ness ; whereas it is absolutely impossible to have any definite idea of the 
“ Injunction and Prohibition with regard to each individual word ; because 
“ it is not possible for us to imd up an endless number of sentences. And 
“ it was with reference to this impossibility that the Bhashya has declared, 
“ in the section on Solaha : ‘ the word cannot be said to be expressive of 
“ either the Glass or the Individual.’ And thus there being no basis for the 
“Science of Grammar, in any Yedic texts, it must be concluded to be a 
“misconceived Smrti, 

“And again, a fact that is already established by other means can 
“ never be the object of a scriptural Injunction or Prohibition ; and the 
“ word and its use in a definite sense are such as are already accomplished 
“ (or ascertained) by means of ordinary experience. 

“ It may be argued that, even thongh the word is already known, from 
“ ordinary experience, to have a definite meaning, yet the scriptures may 
“ point it out, for the sake of Bharma (as it is only that which is laid 
“ down in the scriptures that can be of any use in matters relating to. 
“ Bharma) ; and as such the the science of the usage df words gram-. 
“ mar) cannot but be accepted to hare the character of a scripture. 

“ But this is not possible ; because in the case in question there is no. 
“ object of restriction (Niyama), That is to say, it is only one whose appli* 
“ cation is uncertain that is restricted in its application by the scriptures ; 
“ while the word has its application or use always certain j and as such it 
“ can never be an object of restriction. And one that has no application 
“at all tlm incorrect word) can never be the object with regard to 
“ which anything else (the correct woid) can be restricted. (That is to 
“ say, that which is used cannot he said to be difiereiitiated from that 
“which has never had an application). And certainly the words ‘ gavi ’ 
“ <fec. can be said to be such as have no application at all; in fact, we 
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‘^accept fcbem fco be aotually* used (or applicable to usage). Hence m botli 
‘‘ cases, there is no possibility of Restriction. 

And again, what sort of a restriction would you assume : (1) either 
** that one should utter only correct words, or (2) that one should always 
“ utter the correct words ? If the (1), then it would not be a restriction 
** (or differentiation) from the incorrect words, because there is no chance 
of these being used (aS by ‘ incorrect words ’ we only mean ‘ words witli- 
“ out a meaning, ’ and these cannot be anywhere used). And if the (2), 
“ tlien the man who is silent would be incurring a grievous sin (as infring- 
“ ing the injunction of the continuous utterance of correct words). 

“ If the correct and the incorrect words were capable of being used 
“ with regard to one and the same object, then alone could there be an pc- 
“ casion for restricting the use to the correct word (and rejecting the in- 
“ correct one) ; but according to you the incorrect word being absolutely 
“meaningless can never be capable of being used anywhere; and as such 
“ any restriction of the correct word could not serve the purpose of pro- 
“ hibiting the use of such an incorrect woi*d (because it is naturally pre- 
scinded from usage on account of its meaninglessness). 

“ The restriction may be said to serve tlie purpose of setting aside such 
“ forms of words, as happen to be used, either throngh the natural incapa- 
“ city of the talker (to pronounce the correct word) or through his igno- 
“ ranee. But this is not correct; because, as a matter of ordinary experience 
“ we find that if one is habituated, either through ignorance or incapacity, 
“ to the use of an incorrect word, no amount of scriptures can dissuade 
“ him from its use. 

“ If it be urged that, ‘ we do find incorrect words being used for the 
“ purpose of expressing certain meanings (and as such it cannot be argued 
“that there is no chance for an incorrect word being used), ’ — we make 
“ the following reply : as for such expressiveness, we often find people 
“having recourse to. certain gestures and squints of the eye, &c., for the 
“ purpose of expressing certain meanings ; but we do not find any restric- 
“ tions that would prohibit the use of such gestures, (&c. Hor again can 
“ restrictions be said to serve the purpose of negativing the contrary ; as this 
“ purpose is served by Fansanhhya (or Negation) ; nor can the case in 
“question be said to be an object of FarisariMiya ; because there is no 
“ simultaneity in the case (the incorrect word not being used simultaneously 
“ with the correct one). 

“ Nor can the nse of the correct word be said to bring about a trans- 
“ cendental result ; because when the necessary explanation is found in the 
“facts of ordinary experience, it is not right to have recourse to the trans- 
“ cendental. .That is to say, there is no Apparent Inconsistency in the case 
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could justify tlie bringing in of the transcendental element. As for 
‘‘ the declarations of certain transcendental results following from a correct 
“ use of words, the sole purpose of these is to persuade other people to such 
“ usage ; and as such they can be taken as mere Arthavada, 

“ And when there is no transcendental result^ we cannot assume the 
“ correct use of words to bring about an A;purva (an unique agency that 
“ would brbig about certain results in the hereafter). 

“Hor can we ascertain the snbstratum of this agency of the Apu^a that 
would be brought about by the said Restriction (of the usage to correct 
“ words) ; because such a substratum could be found only among the fol- 
“lowing: (1) the Word; (2) its meaning; (3) the Person addressed ; (4) 
“ the cognition (of the word and its meaning) ; (6) the speaker ; and (6) 
“ the utterance* But none of these is possible ; because, (1) as for the 
“Word, as it is distinctly uttered for the sake of another person, any 
Apurva residing in it could be of no use (to the speaker himself ) . (2) 
“ As for the meaning, though as being the object of denotation, it is the 
“ primary factor in the case, yet it is found to be a part of the Word, even 
“ in ordinary parlance, where there is nothing transcendental, in the shape 
“ of an Apurva; and as such the Apurva cannot in any way help the meaning. 
“ (3) As for the Person addressed, there can be no mention of such a per- 
“ son in the Restrictive Injunction (which would be in the form * one should 
“ use only the correct forms of words’ } ; and any Apurva brought about by this 
“Injunction cannot in any way afect the Person addressed. (4) As for 
“ the cognitions (of the word and its meaning), these last only for a mo- 
“ ment ; and as such cannot serve as the receptacle of the Apurva^ 
“ which continues for a long time. (5) As for the Speaker, he occupies 
“ only a subordinate position in the utterance of the correct word (e.e., in 
“ the said Injunction, the primary factor is the correct Word^ and the 
Speaker has only a secondary position) ; and as such he cannot he said 
“ to he in any way affected by the ApUrria brought about by the Restrictive 
“ Injunction ; specially as in this Injunction there is no word that could 
assign the primary importance to the Speaker, as there is in the case of 
“ the Injunction ^ one desiring heaven should perform sacrifices ’ (where the 
“clause italicised serves to attribute the primary importance to the 
“ Agent ) ; noi* do we find the genitive signifying any relationship of the 
“ Speaker, which could impart a primary importance to him. In the case 
“ of such injunctions, as that ‘ one should take his food, facing the Bast, * 
“ and so forth, the Apurva that is brought about by facing the particular 
“quarter is believed to affect the Agent, through the action of eating^ which 
“ serves a direct visible purpose of the Agent himself (the appeasing of 
“hunger); in the case of utterance, on the other hand, the action (of 
utterance) is not found to serve any visible purpose for the Speaker ; and 
34 . ■ ' . ' 
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“ as suoli its conditions canpot be held to be analogous to those of the 
aforesaid eating, (6) La^stly, as for the utterance itself, as it is. extremely 
“ transient, it is absolutely incapable, like Cognitions, to be affected by the 
“ Apuo'tfa. 

ThuSy then, the works relating to the Usage of Words (i.e,, the works 
on Grammar), not haring a basis in the V^da, they cannot be held to 
serve the purpose of laying dp wn rules helping the aocomplishnient of 
JDharma (either directly or through the medium of an A2?urvd) ; nor can 
‘‘they be accepted to be Scriptures by themselves (independently of the 
“authority of the Veda )|. 

“ And it is with a view to this fact that we have the Sutras I — iii — 11,' 

“ 12 , 

“ Nor again can the works on Grammar be said to have the same position 
“ as the Vedn, and as such a self-sufficient authority. On the contrary, as 
“their very existence is due to human agency, they can have no authority 
“ at all. Because in the case of all human assertions, what we conclude 
“ from such an assertion, is only that this jperson Jcnows the matter thus, and 
“ not that such is the real state of things. And hence as all that the works 
“ on Grammar do is to give expression to the view of the speaker, they can 
“ never rightly help in differentiating the really correct or incorrect forms 
“ of words. 

“ Nor do we find any other Smrti treating of the subject (of Gram- 
“ mar) ; and as such, the matter resting upon tlie sole authority of gram- 
“ matical works, the assumption of corroborative Vedic texts is not quite so 
“ easy as in the case of the Bmftis treating of Upanayanay &c. (which are 
“ treated of in many Smrti works). That is to say, the works of Mann, 
“ Va^ishtlia, Gautama and others, mostly treat of the same subjects, and as 
“ such the authority of these being strengthened by the absence of any 
“ contx^adiction among themselves, it becomes a comparatively easy matter 
“ to assume corroborative Vedic texts. 

The works on Grammar, however, do not treat of the same subjects 
“ as the said works of Manu and others.. And as for the various writers 
“ upon Grammar itself, there are endless contradictions among the asser- 
“tions of the Sutra (Panini), the Bhmhya (Patanjali), and the Yartiha 
“ (Katyayana) ; how then can one ascertain what, the truth is ? 

“And again, Panini has not mentioned any purpose of the Science of 
“ Grammar. And it still remains to be explained how he forgot to explain 
“the purpose, in such an extensive work. It is a general rule that when- 
‘^ever a work begins to be written, its aim is always definitely stated, in 
“ order to encourage the student in the study of the work ; and as a 
“ matter of fact we aotually find the aim definitely stated, even in the 
“ case of works whose, is* apparent, from the very beginning ; as aka 
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“in those for the getting up of which much e:h*ort is not required ; as for 
■“ instance, ‘ we are going to explain JDJidrma^ ’ ^ we are going to explaiu 
“ the sacrifices, ’ and so forth. While, even though the Science of Gram- 
“ mar is extremely difficult, yet the Author when composing the Sdtras, has 
“ not stated either BJiarma (Duty) ov Artha (Wealth), or Kdma (Pleasure), 
“or Moksha (Deliverance) to be the aim of the science. And certainly it 
“ was not proper for him to disregard the most important factor (in the 
“ treatment of a subject). Nor can it be held that the aim was too well- 
“ recognised to require a distinct mention ; because it was so well-recog- 
“ nised, that even till no w there is no unanimity among Grammarians on 
“ the point ! 

“ (Nor is it possible for Bharma to be held to be the aim of the Science 
of Grammar, because) Bharma too is described to consist in such actions 
“ of sacrifice, &c., as bring about certain definite results ; and we do not 
find any such Actions laid down in grammatical works. It is true that 
“writers on Grammar have held that the knowledge of the Science of 
“ Grammar, or the using of words in accordance with the rules therein 
“ laid down, constitutes a Bharma ; but this too is not as it should be, in 
“ the case of scriptural works. That is to say, the purpose or scope of a 
“ scripture is always of a well-defined form ; while in the case of Gram- 
“ mar, we find that there is no certainty upon the point. As for instance, 
“ Patanjali has declared that the knowledge of Grammar constitutes 
“ Bharma ; and Katyayana, fearing that such a conclusion would make the 
“ knowledge of incorrect forms of words also Bharma (as the knowledge 
“of Grammar includes that of cCrrect as well as incorrect forms), de- 
“ dared that Bharma consisted in the using of words in accordance with 
“ Grammar ; and then again PataJnjali reiterates his own theory that it 
consists of the Knowledge of Grammar. And certainly, when there is 
“ such a diversity of opinion On the poihti, we cannot ascertain exactly what 
“ the Bhcmna is (that would be acooni*|^li'shed by the Science of Grammar). 

“ It is a well-recognised fact that of two correlated things, if one is 
“ held to have' the character Of Bharma^ the other being only subsidiary 
“ to it, cannot itself be recognised ais Bharma, And hence (of the two 
“ correlated things, the Knowledge of Grammar and the Dsi]|^g of Words 
“ in accordance with grammatical rules) if the knowledge be accepted as 
“ having the character of Blmrma, then the usage (of words) wliich is a 
“ well-established fact of ordinary parlance, being accomplished by means 
“ of the said knoioledge, — even though it (the Usage) is found to accord 
“ a distinct help, it cannot be recognised as having any direct use ; just 
“ as the water that is left' in curd after the solid^ particles have been 
“ removed is not accepted tO' haVe any direct use of its own.. Con- 
“ Tersely, if the usage of Woi*ds R^bbi'dlng to grammatical rules be taken 
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“ as constituting Dfiarma, then the Knowledge of the Science haYing all its 
“ purpose fulfilled in the helping of the Usage, there is no desire on our 
“ part to seek for any other use for it ; and hence even if we meet with 
“ any Yedic texts speaking of results (as following from the Knowledge of 
Grammar), we must take them as mere ArthamdaSy in accordance with 
“ the arguments laid down under Sutra IV — iii — -i. And we have alx'eady 
“explained (under Butral — ii — ‘4) that when two things treat of the same 
“ subject, if one of them he recognised to be the means of accomplishing 
“ a certain result, the other is not cognised as accomplishing the same re* 
“suit; as for instance, in the sentence — “one who performs the Agva- 
“ medha sacrifice, and also one who knows this passes beyond all sorrow, 
— ^if the knowledge of the sacrifice be recognised as really bringing 
“ about the said result, why could any person engage in the elaborate 
“ sacrifice itself ? 

“ And again, as the Science of Grammar itself has had a beginning in 
“ time, we can never admit the character of Dharma to belong either to its 
“ knowledge or to a usage according to it. Uor do we find any Vedic texts 
“standing in need of Grammar. It is only when the knowledge is 
“ afforded by the eternal Veda that any action in keeping therewith can 
“he accepted as bringing about a transcendental result. The know- 
“ ledge of Grammar, however, depends solely upon the works of human 
“ authors ; and as such the mention, in grammatical works, of transitory 
“ things &o. cannot he explained away by means of the arguments that we 
“ have employed with regard to the mention of such things in the Mantras 
“ and Arthavadas of the eternal Veda ; and as such, they cannot be held 
“ to he treating of the same subjects as the Veda, 

“ Nor is Grammar itself ever recognised as eternal ; because such 
“ etemality is set aside by the mere fact of our being fully cognisant of 
“ its propounders. If the etemality of Grammar were to he assumed ou 
“ the ground of the etemality of the usage of words in accordance with its 
“ rules, — then too, the Science of Grammar being found to have been pro- 
“ pounded by many authors, it can never be admitted to have any basis in 
“ the Veda ; in accordance with the law contained in the Bntra I — — 29 
“ (and hence not being eternal, it cannot be the means of accomplishing 
Dharma)* 

“ Nor is there any such (eternal) class as ^ Vyaharanatva’ ; specially as 
“ all collections of sentences (that make the works on Grammar) being 
“ non-eternal (as composed by human authors), where could the eternal 
“ class subsist ? 

“ It may here be urged that, * the works on Grammar consisting of rules 
“ (Jahslianas) and the subject of the rules (^’.e., the words treated of and 
“ explained under the rules), though the former are the works of human 
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authors and as sucli non-eternal, yet the latter being eternal, the existence 
** of (eternal) Vedic injunctions (in support of these) is quite possible. * 

“ But this cannot be ; because the words being innumerable and en- 
** tirely different (from one another), unless there is a rule or assertion 
** embracing all of them, it is not possible for them to he spoken of in 
“any Injunotions, as we have shown above, (that in the absence of an all- 
-embracing assertion, we would require an endless number of Injunctions. 
“ And as the rules are non-eternal, there can be no Injunctions treating of 
■“■them). ' ' ,, , 

OhjeoHon : ‘ But we find the eternality of Grammar indicated by the 
“Yeda itself when we read — tasmadesha vyUTcft^ vdgudyate (then comes 

- forth a sentence) ? ’ 

“ But it is not so ; because all Yedic sentences being vycLkfta (sancti- 

- fied or clarified) by a traditional course of study, the sentence quoted 
“refers to these same Yedic sentences that are uttered at sacrifices or 

- daring the study of the Yeda. That is to say, the Yedic sentence, — hav- 

- ing its form definitely ascertained by means of the regulations with re- 
-gard to its consonants, vowels and accents, as handed down from teacher 

- to the disciple, in the course of an eternal tradition, — is spoken of as 
^^^vyahrta (clarified), in contradistinction to all ordinary sentences j 
“which are not so sanctified. And certainly there is a Dliarma in the 

- knowledge of such Yedic sentences, as composing the Mantras and the 

- Brahmanas, as also in the performance of actions in accordance with In- 

- junctions laid down in these. 

“The Grammarians quote the following passage from the Yeda, in 
“ support of the theory that Grammar in itself affords the means of ac- 
“ complishing Dharma : ‘ A single word correctly known, duly used, in 
“ accordance with scriptures, becomes a means of fulfilling all desires in 
“ Heaven and on Earth.' But this also is in praise of Yedic study itself* 
“ In continuation of the Injunction that ‘ one should read the Yeda every- 
“ day, ' we have an obligatory rule which lays down the necessity of the 
“ daily reading up of even a single Eh, Yajmh or 8ama ; and in reference 
“ to this, we have the praise above quoted, which means that in a case one is 
“ unable to read up even a single complete Mantra, if he manages to utter 
“ a single word as found in the scripture, that single word becomes a 
“means of fulfilling all bis desires j the expression ‘ Castrdnvita^ thus mean- 
“ing that which is found in the Veda ; ‘ correctly ’= uttered or studied 
“in full accordance with the regulations of study — such as Initiation, 
“living with the tutor, attending upon him, with the sacred Ku^a in 
“ hand, and so forth. 

“ Another passage that they bring forward is — Hence the Brahmana 
“ should not behave like the Mleccha^ is*, he should not talk incorrectly, 
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because 5^x1 incorrect word verily is Mlecclia.* But this passage only 
^^iays down the prohibition of distorting the traditional readings of the 
Veda. It is only the ordinary expression of the word that can he un- 
‘Merslood as ‘ apagabda ’ (incorrect word), as it would be at variance with 
Vedic modes of expression ; and that which is at variance only with ordinary 
every-day expressions can never be known as ^apagabda,^ Because even 
such words as ‘ gclvl ’ &c., ( which the orthodox Grammarian wonld call 
^‘an apagabda) are perceptible by the ear ; and as such they cannot but 
^‘be accepted as denotable by the word ‘ ^ahda, ’ as comprehended under 
the idea of * Cabda, ’ and as included in the class * Cahda,^ If it is abso- 
lately necessary to apply the word ‘ apagabda^ ’ to expressions at variance 
with ordinary expressions, — then, we cannot apply it to the languages of 
** the Barbara and other countries not included within the sacred limits of 
“ Aryavarta defined as the country included between the Himalaya and 
“ the Yindhya mountains, where the black deer roam about ; because 
with regard to the languages of such foreign countries, we have the 
prohibition, * One should not teach the language of the Mlecchas, ’ and the 
above-quoted passag e speaks of ‘ Mleccha word ' as synonymous with ‘apap- 
** abda ; ’ therefore we must apply the word ‘ apagahda ’ to the words our- 
rent in foreign languages (which are at variance with those current in 
Aryavarta). And as all practices and usages of these foreign countries 
are prohibited for the Arya, it is only natural that they should avoid 
their language also. And further we can never apply the word ‘ Mlec- 
chic’ to any such words and expressions as ‘ gcivl^ <&o„ that are current in 
‘‘ Aryavarta, because the Aryavarta can never he spoken of as ^Mleccha ’ ; 
“ and hence tlrese words can never be spoken of as ‘ apagabia ’ ; specially 
as an analogous word we have ‘ apa.vrta ’ (contrary conduct) ; and this 
“ is found to be applied only to such conduct as is not permitted in 
^‘Aryavarta. 

“Another passage quoted by the Grammarian is — ‘If one who has 
“ taken to the Agnihotra happen to utter an apagahda^ in expiation of 
“ this, he should perform the Sa^'osvati sacrifice. * But this only lays down 
“ an expiatory rite that is to be performed if the person happen either to tell 
“a Ue^ or to distort a Yedio readi^}^, or to promunde a word of some foreign 
language; and it does not refer to the use of words that may not be 
“ sanctioned by the comparatively modern rules of Grammar. Because if 
“ the use of words at variance with those sanctioned by these rules were 
“ so very sinful, how could all Agnihotris deviate from this rightful path 
“ (and we actually find them making use of such words as "gdvl* and the 
“ like) ? Or, how could they escape from beiug cried down as vulgar ? As 
rule, we find that in the ease of persons who have their minds always 
“‘engaged in th^ performaiic#^of J)harma^ it is only once in a away that they 
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can "be found slightly infringing any yules (of conduct or of speech). And as 
** a matter of fact, we do not find the using of such words as ‘ gam, ’ and the 
“like marked down as an ‘ infringement nor do we find people having 
“ any doubts or aversion to their use, as they have to the eating of Kalanja 
“(flesh of an animal killed by a poisoned aiTow). And even if we take the 
“cases of a thousand Agnihotris, we do not find anyone of them to be 
“ using only such words as are sanotioned by the modern rales of Grammar. 

“ Even among the authors of the Kalpas, the Sutras, works on Smrti,' 
MimansU the Qrhyas, mmj excellent writers are found to he 
“making use of words at variance with the rules of Grammar. For 
“instance, in the Kalfa of Magaka, we meet with snch sentences as 
Bamanamitaram Jyotishtomena, ’ which is in imitation of the rule 
“ ‘ Samanamitarat gyeiiena, ’ and which has the ungrammatical form 
“ ^ itaram ’ in the place of, ‘ itarat,^ In the sutras, we read — * Sadasi 
^^stuviran, ’ where ‘ stuviran ’ is in the Atmanepada which is a highly an-- 
“ grammatical form j as the; result of the action of hymning does not per- 
“ tain to the person hymning, and as such the proper form would Imve 
“ been the Farasmaipada, as in ^ yaj anti yajakah. ’ So too we find A^va* 
“ layana saying — ^pratyasitvd prayagcittam &c.,’ where the word ^ pratya-- 
sitv^’ being a compound, the correct past participial affix to nse would 
“have been \lyap^ (and not ^ htva^) \ and again, we find him saying 
“ ‘ aiyenakshini ajya, ’ where there being no compound in ‘ ajya, ’ ‘ Jyap ’ 
“ was not the right affix to nse- Narada says in his Ciksha — ‘ pratyushe 
“ brahma cintayet, ’ where the word * ’ (instead of ^ pratyushasV). 

“ is as ungrammatical as the words ‘ gam ’ and the like. We find Mann him- 
“ self saying — ‘ jnatarah santi metyuletva, ’ where the correct form would 
“ have been ^ ityuhtva,’ and still he has disregarded the rules of Gram- 
“mar on the point and has merged the ‘i’ of ‘ iti ’ into the ‘e' of ‘me/ 
“ In the Mimansa, we have the sHtra ^ gavyasya catadMishu, * (viii-i-lS) 
“ where the word * gavya,^ applicable, according to approved grammatical 
“ rules, to something proceeding from the body of the. cow, has been applied in 
“ the sutra to the ‘ Gavtlmayama ’ sacrifica Then again, we have the sMra 
“ ‘ dyUvostathBti cet,’ where the word ‘ dyMoh * is wrongly used for ‘ dyma^^ 
“ prthivydhJ So also we find the author of the Qrhyas speaking of mur- 
^ dhmiyahhijighrdnam’ instead of ^ murdhanydbMghrdnam.* Tbrough- 
“ out the Niruhta, we find many words used against all rnles of grammar ; 
“ such, for instance, as the assertion ‘ brahmano hravandt, ’ which occurs dur- 
“ irig the interpretation of the word ‘brahmana’ as ooourringin the mantra 
“ ‘ Samvatsaram gdgdydnd ’ <fcc., where the word ‘ brahmana ^ is explained 
“ as apy lying to one who is capable of speaking or explaining ; and here the 
“ proper form to use would have been ^ brahutano vacamt^ and not ‘ brava^ 
“ nat; ’ because in such cases the root ‘ bru ’ is transformed into ‘ vaci/ 
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** according the sUtra ‘ hnivo vacih * (Panini II — iv — 53). And as for Pnranas 
and Itihasas, there is no end of snob ungrammatical words in them, as 
‘^for instance, ^uhMhhya \ which is applied by tamers of elephants, 
Royal Princes and others, to such elephants as are capable of striking ivith 
^‘hothttisks and this is not in keeping with any rules of 

** grammar. Even in the Veda, we find many forms that are not in accord- 
ance either with general grammatical rules, or with those rules that have 
been framed with special reference to Vedic usage. 

“ Hor can these anomalies in the Veda be said to be in accordance with 
“such grammatical rules as lay down exceptions with reference to the 
“ Veda — as for instance, * the rules with reference to the terminations &c., 
“are not always observed in the Veda,’ or that ‘in the Veda there are 
“many anomalies,’ and so forth. Because there are certain instances 
“where even these exceptions do not serve to justify the uses. E. g., 
“ * madhye apasya^ where the change of ‘ updm ’ mio ^ opasya ’ is in no way 
“justifiable; so also in ‘ meinai;^ram,’ where instead of the word ‘ di?dra ’ 
“we have whichs is found nowhere else except in the Lata 

“ language. 

“ Prom these considerations we conclude that there is no use of hav- 
“ ing any xmles with regard to the uses of words as are laid down in gram- 
“ matical works, for the simple reason that no such rules can take in all 
“ the words that are used. 

“ And further, even those who occupy the utmost pinnacle of gramma- 
tical knowledge, are actually found to be making use of such ungrammatical 
“forms of woi’ds as ‘ ’ and the like. Por instance, in the Sutra (Ptoi- 
“ ni), the (of Katyayaua) and the B/ids%a (of Patanjali), we 

“come across many corrupt forms of words. And certainly those sitting 
“ on the horse, could never forget of the horse’s existence, if they had the 
“ slightest intelligence. 

“Por instance, we have the suti^a ‘ Janihartuh prajcr till ^ (Panini — I-iv- 
30), where we find two grammatical mistakes ; the word ‘ Jani ’ signifies 
the root ^jan' (to produce), and certainly the sUtra does not lay down 
“the Ablative termination for the producer (karta) of the root; and the 
“word ^ Jani^ never being capable of signifying ‘that which is produced,® 
Janihartr* can never mean the ‘producer,’ (which is what was really 
“meant); and hence we conclude that the word ^ Janihartr’ is as in- 
“ correct in the sense of ‘ producer,’ as the word ‘ apva * in the sense of 
“ ‘poor.’ (2) The second mistake is that the compound ‘ Janikariuh ’ itself is 
“ absolutely ungrammatical, being a direct infringement of the sutra (Pani- 
“ ni II-ii-15).that lays down that there can be no compounding with the 
nominatives ending in the af&xes ttc and aka ; as here we have the com- 
“pounding of the word* ‘te {hr and trc); so also in the sutra 
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prayojakohetuqoB,^' (Panmi I-iv-56) where we have the compounding of 
** the word ^proyojaha ^ which ends in * akaJ 

“ So also In the V^rtiha {oi Katyajana), we meet with the sentence, 
dambherhalgrahanasya siddham,’ where the compound 

^jUtivBgaka ^ is an infringement of the sutra II-ii-15 (the word ‘ vacaha * 

“ ending in ^ aha ’)• And again, we read—* anyabhmyanttt kala^abdavya- 
** vayat,’ and here, in the first place, the compound m ^ any ahhavy a * itself 
** is not easily explicable ; and even when we are able to explain the com- 
** pound, the name * compound ’ would preclude the name * adjective ’ ; and 
“ as such we would have the affix ‘ ^ used in a word which is not 

** an Adjective ; and this would be an infringement of the sutra of Panini 
** V-i-124« (and then too the affix would be absolutely useless, as it would 
** not change the meaning of the original word). ^ 

“In the Bhashya (of Patanjali) too, we find the expression ‘aviVum- 
** hanyayena,^ which is a Tatpurmha compound containing within itself a 
“ Dmndva compound (a avihagca^ aviravakau^ aviravikayoh nyci>yena^ 
aviravikany ay ena)yBrcidL here, it was absolutely necessary to delete in the 
** former compound the nominative termination in the first * avih^' in accor- 
“ dance with the of Panini Il-iv-71 ; but this has not been done in 
** the expression cited (the correct form of which should have been * avya- 
vikanyayBna^) . And again, we read— cSditam anyatJia- 
^^krtm pariharah '; where we find that the ^Mx. ^namuV has not been 
“ used even though its use is distinctly laid down by Panini in sUtra 
^‘III.iv-27. 

“ Nor can the use of the above expressions be justified on the ground 
“ of their being ^nipatas \ (grammatical forms assumed to be correct) and 
“as such quite correct. We can apply the mechanism of %.e^nipd>ta^' 
“ only to those words that are not found to be subject to any other rules. 
“ For those however that come directly under certain rules, their use is 
“ entirely barred by such rules (if the use is against them). Because 
** we have already shown above that when there is contradiction between 
“ tcsage and Bmrti, the latter always sets aside the former. And in the 
“instance cited above, we find the expressions Janikartuh,' <fco., to be 
“directly against certain distinct rules. A word is said to be correct on 
“ the ground of its being a nipS>ta^ only when it is not found to be against 
“ any direct Rule ; because in that case, there being no Smrti (^,e., Buie) 
“ applying to the word, the mere fact of its being used is made the ground 
“ of assuming a rule relating to the parts of the word ; and thereby the 
“ word may be justified. 

“ Some people might argue that the rules (laid down by Panini) are 
“not applicable to the language of the rules (the sUtras) themselves ; be- 
** cause it is impossible for anything to have an action upon itself, and 
35 
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because tbafc wbicb is the ‘ lahslmna * (the means of pointing out) caunot 
itself be the ‘ lahshya * (the object pointed out). 

But we cannot admit of any such arguments ; because the word 
appearing in on© sUtm can very well form the object of, and be amenable 
to, the definitions (and rules) contained in another sutra, exactly as on© 
word is always capable of being pointed out by another word. (And this 
“ would not be a case of anything having an action upon itself^. 

^‘And as a matter of fact, we find the Mahabhashya itself applying 
“ one rule or sUtra (of Panini) to another sUtm ; as] for instance, w© read 
under sUtm I-i-l — ^ why have we not here the K instead of the final 0 f ' 
this question distinctly showing that sufra I-i -1 is meant to be amenable 
‘‘ to sHtm VIII-ii-30 ; and again under sUtra II-i-1, we read — ‘ hoyam gab- 
dah ’ &c„ which goes on to explain the word in question in accordance 
“ with another sutra. And as a matter of fact, if sUtras were not applicable 
“ to siltras, whole works of grammar would form a mass of mistakes. And 
“ any half-and-half application of the rules would make the work entirely 
“ untrustworthy, 

“ Some people might argue thus : * The rule that one should use only 

“ correct words is laid down with special reference to the words used dur- 
ing the performance of a saprifice, and not to those used in the sutms or 
“ in their commentaries.^ 

“But this is not right 5 (1) because the using of correct words is 
“ spoken of as ‘bringing about all desirable results m tJ^s world as well as 
“ in heaven and ( 2 ) because otherwise the mention of ‘ one who has 
“taken to the fire^ (Agnihofcri) would be absolutely redundant in the 
“ Yedic text which lays down that if such a person utters an incorrect 
“ word he should perform the SS>rasvatz sacrifice, because the person enga* 
“ ged in a sacrifice is always ‘ one who has prepared the fire and hence if 
“ the using of connect words were necessary for him only, it would not be 
“ necessary to mention such a person in the above text laying down the 
“ SSirasvaU sacrifice. 

“In the chapter on Jyotishtoma, we read — * tasmdd hrahmanairna 
mleochitavaV (said with reference to the Vajasneyis) ; and though this 
“ occurs with special reference to the performance of a sacrifice, yet in tliis 
“ case, the word ‘ mlecchitavai * means the distorting of the readings of the 
“ Veda established by tradition, or the using of the language of the Mlec- 
“ chas, as we have already shown above. (And hence this text can have no 
“ bearing upon the point at issue). 

“ Then again in the MaMbTidshyay we find that, having put the question 
are the words her© treated of ? ^ the author replies — ‘the 
“ words Vedic as well as yxorldly^ where the words used in the Veda are re- 
“ presented as something absollate^y different, from those in ordinary use^ 
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But as a matter of fact, we find almost all the words in the Veda to be 
“ the same that are met with, in ordinary usage; and as such only a very 
** slight differentiation, if any, was needed. And hence an assertion like 
the above — expressing as it does- an absolute difference between them — 
cannot be justified. 

“ Again, the Mahahhashyd has cited the words ‘ gauJi^^ * g^vah^* <fec., 
** as being those met with in ordinary usage ; but this is not quite right ; be- 
cause all these words are found in the Veda also ; and have been borrow- 
ed from the Veda itself. It is only such words as are spoken of in the 
sUtras as being used in * ordinary usage only^ that should have been cited 
(as the examples of words in ordinal^ usage). In the same manner, as 
‘‘examples of ‘ Vedic words* the Mahabhashy a hB>B cited — ‘ Canno demralliish- 
“ taye but this too is not correct.; because the words contained in 

“ these — ^ Qam &c. ^-^are also met with in ordinary usage ; and the parti- 
“ cular order in which they occur in the particular sentence cannot justify 
“ us in speaking of them as exclusively ‘ Vedic.* Nor does Grammar treat 
“ of sentences. And hence it is only such purely Vedic forms as ^ grhh- 
“ Mmi* * datvaydtha * and the like, that should have been cited here ; and 
“not ^ Oanno dMvl ^o* But such purely Vedic forms could not be com- 
“ patible with another declaration of the Mahabhashy a — that ‘ the meanings 
“ of words are Tcnown from ordinary usage* (because the purely Vedic forms 
“ can never have their meanings ascertained by ordinary usage). 

“ And on the other hand, if- Grammar treated of only such words 
“ as are met with in ordinary usage, it could refer to only such words as 
^^^gam* and the like ; as it is only these that are exclusively ‘worldly,* 
“ never being met with in the Veda. And as for the words ^gauh* and 
“ the like,, they can certainly he said to have been borrowed, in ordinary 
“usage, from the Veda itself. As says Manu: ‘Each of the various 
“ works on Smrti &o., were composed out of the V eda itself.* And as a 
“ mRitter of fact, even nowadays we find that persons learned in the 
“Vedas, make use of whole sentences from the Veda, even in giving ex- 
“ pression to thoughts relating to every-day life ; and in that case, it is by 
“ no means impossible for single words to have been borrowed from the 
“ Veda. 

“ Then again, the words contained exclusively in the Veda, having their 
“ forms indelibly fixed by the well-regulated traditional system of the 
“ getting up of each individual word therein contained, fio not stand in 
“ need of any rules or definitions (for the pointing out of the correct 
“ forms, of words), specially as for these there can be no better, or more 
“ authoritative, means, of comprehending than the Teacher himself. 
“ And in f act Fanini himself has declared the rules and definitions to be 
“dependent upon the Veda, which clearly shows that, these rules can haye 
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‘‘very little use, witli reference to the purely Yedic forms of words. 
“ Because the laying down of any rules with regard to Yedic words would 
be as useless as the laying down of rules for agriculture &c., whiob are 
“ matters of ordinary eveiy-day experience. 


‘‘The MahShMshya h&tB pointed out Various uses of the Science of 
“ Grammar j chief among which are (1) Bahsha, (2) tfha^ (3) Agama, (4) 

“ Laghu^ and (5) AsandBha; but none of these is tenable ; because all these 
“ are accomplished by means other than Grammar, which is found to be 
“ of very slight, if any, use in them. 

“ (1) As for \Eahshd* or the preserving of the Yeda, the greatest 
“ means of this protection consists in the relationship of the Teacher and the 
“pupil ; because it is a well-known fact that the form and order of the 
“ Yedic sentences which have got nothing to do with grammar, have been 
“ kept intact only on account of the fact of their being continually studied ; 

“ and the slightest disarrangement in the order has been said to be a very 
“ serious offence ; ( which is not pointed out by Grammar, according to which 
“ any difference in the order of the sentence is not a matter of any oonse« 
“ quence). And with regard to this, it has been said-—* That by means 
“of which the object in question is fully comprehended is accepted as its' 
lahshana ov definition; and that which leaves off even the hundredth 
“ part of the object, can be accepted to be of very little use in the matter/ 
“That is to say, the traditional system of teaching the Yeda is found to 
“have ever been the means of keeping inta^oty everything in connection 
“ with it; while Grammar deals with the single factor of words^ and leaves 
“ off all the more important ones, of the sentence, its order (fee.; and as 
“ such Grammar cannot be held to be of much use, in matters relating to 
“ the Yeda, specially in the preserving (Bahshd) of it. 

“ We also find thateven in what is known as the Sdma YBda^ there are 
“certain rules and definitions; and it is these that are proper and useful, 
“ helping the accomplishment of all things (in connection with the Sdma); 
“ while, on the other hand, the Grammar has got very little use with re- 
“ gard to what should be done. That is to say, in the Aucchikya section 
“ of the Sdmavidlidna, we find all the parts of the Sdma defined in accor- 
“ dance with a definite order ; and this helps us to all the information that 
“ we want with regard to the form of the Sdma ; and these definitions 
“ serve the farther purpose of dividing the Sdma into its five parts of the 
“ Frastdva &o., specially at the time that we are passing from one verse to 
another. While as regards the Grammar, as its sole use lies in the defi- 
“ ning of certain forms of taords only, it can have but very little use in the 
keeping of the Vedas, which are collections of various combinations 
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of words and sentences, and wliio“h can never have their words newly 
“ created or formed. For a person who could keep up the words and sen- 
“ tenoes, and the various combinations of these, as contained in the Veda, 
by the help of the rules <&o., detailed in the Veda itself, — he could cer- 
‘‘ taiuly successfully keep up, by the same means, the idea of the roots and 
“ affixes (fee., (and for this small matter of roots &o., there can be no use 
“ of a diiBEerent branch of study in the shape of Grammar). 

“ And again, if' the persons learned in the Veda would believe in the 
** fact of the Veda being kept up by means of the Grammar, whenever 
“ they would have any doubts on any point relating to the Veda, they 
“would proceed to the Grammarian to have them removed. But (as a 
“ matter of fact the means of keeping up the Veda being contained in the 
“ Veda ifcself, why should the Vaidika seek the help of the Grammarian ; 
“because) when a person has a vessel full of wafer hanging by his own 
“ side, wlierefore should he seek after other sources of water for washing 
“ his hands ? And even in ordinary life we find that when a man wants 
“ to know something, he betakes himself to persons that are recognised to 
“ be authorities on the subject in question. For instance, the Ayurveda be- 
“ ing the science most needed in regard to medication, it is from the 
“doctors of that science that people learn all about the nature and the 
“ medicines of diseases. 

“In the same manner, whenever in the mind of the Vedic student 
“ there arise doubts or misconceptions with regard to the words and sen- 
“ tences of the Veda, the only persons that afiord any help in clearing 
“away the difficulties, are the more advanced among his own fellow- 
“ students of the Veda, and not the grammarians. Hence, as a matter of 
“ fact, we find that the whole of the Veda is kept up by means of these 
“students themselves; and even when there are actual mistakes in the 
“ accents and the letters, the Vaidika student never condescends to seek 
“ the help of the teachers of other sciences (which they consider to be far 
“ beneath their own science of the Veda). And hence, the teachers of the 
“Veda, who are exceptionally devoted to the good of their disciples and 
“ always anxious to help them in their difficulties, are the only persons 
“ that help in keeping up the Veda; and hence it is this traditional system 
of teaching alone that can be admitted to be the means of the Veda being 
“ kept intact. 

“ And thus we find that the Scieuce of Grammar cannot be said to be 
“ studied for the purpose ol preserving the Veda. 

“ And as for ordinary parlance too, all that is necessary, in the way 
“ of talking and writing — ^even of poeticM works and the rest — is actually 
“ found to be accomplished, even without any Grammar, by the help of the 
“ languages themselves. 
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‘‘ Even though found to serve no useful purpose in ordinary talk- 
ing (fee., the Science of Grammar may be held to have its use intbe composi- 
“ tion. of Sanskrit poetry, exactly as the rules and regulations contained in 
“ the several Prak^ta Grammar &c,, have their use in that of Prakrta 
‘‘poetry and drama ^o.> — yet (we could explain the sMra as that) the 
“Science of Grammar not affording the rules and regulations with re* 
“ regard to the composition of poetry, and such, compositions being capable 
“of being accomplished by means of the mere languages themselves, the 
“ said grammar could not rightly be accepted as laying down any proper 
“ rules, for the usage of words. Even in the matter of the ornaments of 
“ Poetry, grammar is not found to be of much use; on the contrary, it is 
“ only on account of the restrhitions. of grammar that authors^ are often 
“ obliged to use distinctly unmclbdions and unrythmical words and ex- 
“ pressions. 

“ Then again, the mere fact of a certain word being grammatically 
“ correct, cannot justify us to use it, if it happens to be one that is not ac- 
“cepted in ordinary usage; and as for the words that are already estah- 
“ liahed in ordinary usage, any rules or definitions would be absolutely use- 
“'■lessi." ■ . . . . 

“ And thus we find that even in ordinary parlance, Grammar cannot 
“ serve the purpose of keeping up any words or expressions &Ci 

“ (2). As for tJha (Conjecture or supplying of ellipses), the Science of 
“ Grammar ean serve no useful purpose in this conjecture or supplying of 
words; because this purpose is distinctly found to he served by other 
“ means, exactly like the differentiation of that which can be thus supplied 
“ from that which cannot (which differentiation is, done by the science of 
“ Mimansd) itself), 

“ For instance, the Mantras that are employed in the Primary sacri- 
fiee,— on such grounds as (1) the fact of their having a direct bearing 
“^upon it, X2) that of their serving a certain visible purpose with regard 
“ to it, (3) that of their forming an integral part of the sacrifice, itself, — 
“ in these five cases, there can be no conjectural modifications made in the 
“ Mantras, when they come, to be.emplbyed at the corresponding subsidiary 
“ sacrifices. While in cases other than those thus specified, the Mantras 
“ undergo conjectural modifications, according to the special purposes, that 
“ present themselves. 

“ And when one can obtain all these informations from other sources^ 
“ independently of the Science of Grammar, how could he fail to get at the 
“ proper words to give expression to these ? At all times, the Yeda is the 
“ only Model or Beceptaele (of words and expressions); and as such, 
“ people could very easily get all the. words that they want from the Yeda 
“itself (and there would be no use of Grammar in this)* Axjd again, 
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** wlien we find such words as ‘ gU>vV and the like being actually used with 
reference to certain definite objects, bow could this well-established 
usage be ever set aside ? 

As regards the words signifying the names of deities, we have the 
law laid down under sutra X-iv-23, which shows that they are employed 
“ in the sacridces in the very form that is pointed out by tbe parts of the 
“ same or other sentences, in accordance with the procedure laid down in 
“ the original Injunction, without the slightest reference to any considera- 
“ tions of the correctness or otherwise of one or the other of the various 
“synonyms of words. And on this point we have certain Sciences, like 
“ the Kalpasutraa and the MirnMnsil, which serve to point out the use of 
“ the said names in regard to DJmrma, 

“ As for the words thast signify the substances and their pi'operties 
“ &c., these have their complete forms pointed out by the objects lying near 
“ the person concerned, and as such come to be used in connection with 
“ the sacrifice ; and hence there being no chance for the use of any words 
“ not so painted out, even though there may be certain words (denotative 
“ of substances and properties) that are used with reference to an object 
“ meant to supply the deficiencies in the Mantras concerned, — yet their 
“ use cannot be regulated by tbe Science of Grammar, as this is not found 
“ to have any hearing upon such usage. The use of Mantras in the Primary 
“ sacrifice is in accordance with certain scriptural Injunctions, (contained 
“ in the Veda), while in the subsidiaries, their use is regulated by the 
“ exigencies of the circumstances and objects concerned ; and this does not 
“ necessarily consist of only such forms of words as are in keeping with 
“ grammatical rules. 

“ As for the rules of Grammar itself, they cannot have any basis in the 
“ Veda ; and as they are the products of the human brain, they cannot have 
“an injunctive force ; and as they are found to have their own authority 
“ shaken by the additions and alterations, deletions and contradictions, 
“ contained in the sutras themselves, — to contain in themselves endless 
“ discrepancies in the modifications of roots and affixes that are gratuitous- 
“ ly laid down (in grammatical works), — and to depend upon such known 
“ ;human agencies as those of Panini and others, — they can never be ac- 
“ cepted as scriptures bearing upon the eternal use of words during the 
“ performances of the eternal sacrifices, 

“ Thus then, those persons who are experts in the knowledge of the 
“ sacrifices and their accessories, having all their necessary conjectural 
“ modifications accomplished by means of tbe usage of words in the Veda 
“and in ordinary parlance, — ^what would be the use of Grammar (in re- 
“■gard to such Conjectures)? ^ 

“ And it k with a view to this welbknown incapability of the Science 
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of Grammar to accomplish any such conjectural modifications (in the 
Mantras) that the Commentators (on the Kalpasutras) have declared 
“as follows: ‘ The subsidiaries {FurUnatya, the names of relations 

mother &c.)) the organs of sense (the Sun as the j57ye) — these do not 
“ undergo any conjectural modifications; as we find in the case of the 
“ Adkrigu Mantra (JDevydh gamitcLrahy (this shows certain cases where 
“ such modifications are possible, and certainly these cannot in any way be 
“ afected by the rules of Grammar). 

(3) “The third use of Grammar that the Mdhdhhdshya speoiks oi i& 
“ Agama or Scripture; but in that case, Wherefore has not the study of the 
“ Yeda been described as the result of sacrifices ? That is to say, the scrip- 
“ ture is known to be the origin of all that has to be done in the way of 
“ sacrifices, and not as their purpose (and hence to assert the scripture to 
“ be the purpose served by the rules of Grammar would be as reasonable 
“ as to declare the study of the Veda to be the result of the sacrifices laid 
“ down in it). 

“If it be urged that what the Mahdhhdshya means is that the use of 
“ Grammar is that which is pointed out as such, in the scriptures ; — even 
“ this could not hold water; because we do not find any such use mentioned 
“in the scriptures; and also because the text that is brought forward in 
“ support of the study of Grammar distinctly mentions the fact of such 
study not serving any purpose. That is to say, the Vedic text in ques- 
“tionis — ‘the Yeda with all its six subsidiary sciences is to be studied 
“ without a view to any result and this distinctly shows that the study 
“ of grammar has no use. As for scriptures, we do not admit of any such, 
“ apart from the Yedic texts themselves ; and certainly, how could the eternal 
Yeda contain any injunctions with regard to the study of the rules of 
“* grammar, which have had a beginning in time? 

“ Thus then, we see that the only Injunction that we actually have in 
“ the ^atapatha Brahmana is that ‘ the Yeda should be studied,’ which 
“lays down the study of the Yeda alone; and this is the only Injunction 
“ that could be found iu the Yeda; as this is the only one that refers to an 
“ eternal subject of study. And as for the Injunction of the study of gram- 
“ mar or any other of the subsidiary sciences, we do not find any such in 
“any branch of the Yeda. And again that (grammar) which consists of 
“ things (rules) that have had a beginning in time, cannot be said to have 
“the character of the Yeda, or to have a self-sufficient authority; as both 
“ these facts are dependent upon eternality. 

“ And as a matter of fact, Grammar has got no claims to be count- 
“ ed among the ‘subsidiary sciences’ of theYeda ; because it does not serve any 
“necessary purpose with regard to the Yeda ; nor does it form an integral 
“part of it. That isjio say, none of the six means of interpretation-— 
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Direct AsserMon, Indirect Implication, Context, Syntactical Connection 
“Position or Hame— points to Grammar as serving any useful purpose 
“ witli regard to tlie Veda; and as for being an integral part of the Veda 
“ how could that which has had a beginning in time form part of that which 
“ is eternal? 

“ For these reasons, we mnst explain the expression ‘ the Veda with 
“ its six subsidiary sciences ’ as referring to its constituent parts, in the 
‘‘ following manner : The * six subsidiaries ’ referred to must be taken to 
be the six means of interpretation — Direct Assertion &c.; as it is only 
“ when interpreted through these that the Veda becomes capable of rightly 
“ pointing out DAarma. 

“An objection is here raised; ^If the subsidiaries referred be taken 
“ as those contained in the Veda itself Direct Assertion, <fcc.), and not 
“ as anything outside it (as Grammar, Nirukta, <feo.), then in that case the 
“ qualification with the six subsidiaries would be absolutely meaningless. 
“ Specially as we can have ai qualification, only when such a one is possU 
“ ble, and when a qualification is actually needed for the purpose of set- 
“ ting aside certain incongruities (or contradictions); and certainly as there 
“is no incongruity in the Veda with regard Direct Assertion &c., what 
could be specified by a qualification of these subsidiaries ? [That is to 
“ say, Grammar not being- invariably concomitant with the Veda, a 
“ qualification is needed in order to make it an object of study together 
“ with the Veda ; while Direct Assertion, &;c., are always contained in the 
^‘Veda; and hence any qualification of these would be absolutely mean- 
“ ingless].’ 

Our firm conviction is that one who studies the Veda, 
“ with a full knowledge of these — ^Direct Assertion, &c., — and a due difier- 
“ entiation of these, by means of the causes, forms and results (of actions), — 
“ he alone fulfils in full the conditions of the said Injunction (that one 
should study the ‘Veda with its six subsidiaries 0* 

“ Or, we might take the expression should study in the sense of should 
“ understand or "know ; and in that case the said Injunction would mean 
“ that 07ie should know the Yeda as consisting of Direct Assertion^ Or, we 
“ could take the expression ‘ Yedodhyeyah ’ as ‘ vedaJi dheyah ’ (and not as 
“ ^vedah adhijeyah’), the meaning of the Injunction being that one should 
contemplate on or ponder over the Veda, which has all its meanings mani- 
“ fested by means of Direct Assertion, &o. 

“ Thus we find that file said Injunction lays down the pondering over 
“ the meaning of the Veda, in the way shown in the Mimansa sutras ; and 
“ it can never be taken as laying dow'n the study of Grammar. 

“ Then again, as a matter of fact, we have certain grammatical facts 
“ in the Veda itself; and the said Injunction of the study of the six 
36 
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subsidiaries may be taken as referring to tbe Grammar that is contained 
in tbe Veda. As for instance, tbe Veda points out tbe reason why tli© 
curd is called ‘ dadbi,’ and so forth ; and in this way we have in the Vedie 
** Arthavadas, many grammatical and etymological explanations of words, 

** And the said Injunction may he taken as laying down the study of the 
** Injunctive portions of the Veda, together with the Arthavadas that con- 
“ tain such explanations. 

“ Or again, there are certain Pratigdlchyas in relation to each branch 
** of the Veda, which are studied with as much regard as the Veda itself ; 

“ and as these are actually found to be of use in matters relating to the 
“ Veda, they can certainly be taken as the ‘Subsidiaries’ of the Veda. 

“ That* is to say, those that are actually found to have a certain nse (or 
“ operation) in regai^d to the Veda, cannot hut be accepted, by that fact 
“ alone, as its subsidiaries ; but this cannot be said with regard to the works 
“ of Panini and the rest, which only here and there treat of Vedic senten- 
“ ces; and that too, only with a view to cloak it in Vedic authority. 

“ If it be urged that the grammars of Panini and others could be accepted 
“as ‘ scriptures ’ relating to Actions, just like the Praiigd.'khyas ^ — we cannot 
“ but deny it ; because the grammars of Panini and the rest do not at all 
“ treat of the form of the V eda itself ; that is to say, all that these gram- 
“ mars do is to lay down certain purified forms of words, without any 
“reference to the form of the Veda. While the PrMipQ'khyas yiiOk 
“ accent, conjunction of letters, hiatus, explanations, precedence and se- 
“ quence, Ac., all of which are directly connected with the study of the text 
“ of the Veda itself. And as such this fact distinctly points to the fact of 
the Pratigakhyas^ and not the grammars of Panini, &o., being the real 

subsidiary ’ of the Veda. « 

“ Nor again is the declaration of Scripture (as being the purpose of 
“ the grammars) quite compatible with what has been asserted before in 
“ the MaJiahhoahya, Because the Scripture that is here meant is the mere 
“ getting up of the verbal text; while the MahahhUshya has, on a former 
“ occasion, asserted the teaching of words to be the purpose of the Scripture 
“ (and as no such teaching can be possible without a knowledge of the 
“ meaning of the Veda, the mere getting up of the verbal text cannot be 
“ accepted to be of any use in such teaching). 

“ And further, the said Injunction distincly lays down the study of the 
“ Veda with its six subsidiaries, which does not bring any worldly results 
“ to the students ; and hence the assertion of the MahabhasJiya that ‘the 
“ knowledge of Grammar constitutes a Dharma,’ or that of the Vdrtiha that 
“ ‘ the using of words in accordance with grammatical rules brings pros- 
“ perity,’ cannot but be rejected as being directly contradictory to the afore- 
“ said Vedic Injunction, 
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(4) Aiioilier use of Granamar tliat tiie MaMhJiashifa speaks of is tliat 
it tends to simplify (make ‘ kigku ’) tlie process of differentiating tbe correct? 
from tlie incorrect forms of words* But this is only proper, being the only 
resource left to him, when all other uses have been shown to be untenable 5 
** and this is true enough! 

Or, it may be that the * simplification ’ spoken of really means * com» 
** plication,^ by the process of ‘ contrary expression ’ (f.e., ironical method), 
“exactly as the word * coward’ is applied to a really brave man! 
“ That is to say, all that grammatical works are found to do is to point 
“ out the forms of words that already exist and are known in the ordinary 
“ world, after having gone through endless complicated processes, such as 
“ the laying down of most difficult verbal root forms, and queer unMi and 
“ other affixes, mixed up with an endless number of extraordinary nomen* 
“ clatures and postulates, dealing with gratuitous arguments and counter- 
“ arguments. And yet with all this, there are only a few students who 
“ can rightly apply these elaborate processes to words other than those 
“ that are actually cited as examples. And thus we find that the process 
“ employed is terribly complicated ; and then to speak of it as ^ simplify- 
“ ing ’ cannot but be taken as mere empty praise (ironical). 

“ Some people have declared that the real character of words cannot 
“ be known without Grammar, But it would have been as reasonable for 
** them to say the same thing with regard to the perception of Colour, 
“ Taste, Odour and Touch! Certainly, in regard to matters perceptible by 
“ the senses, how could any person, knowing the real nature of the scriptures 
“ and ordinary experience, declare them to be capable of being compre- 
“ hended by means of the scriptures ? Hence we must read the said declara- 
“ tion thus — * the real nature of words is not known without the sense 
“ of audition’; because on this point there is no difference of opinion; as 
“ we actually find that there is no perception of words by the deaf, <fec. 

(5) “ The fifth use of Grammar that the MahabhUsJiya has spoken of is 
“ that it helps to remove all doubts with regard to the meanings of Yedic 
“ passages (‘ AsandBha,') But this also is not correct ; because grammar does 
“ not in any way help us to ascertain the meanings of words or sentences. 
“ For as a matter of fact, we find that many doubts with regard to the 
“ meanings of words are set aside by the observation of the usage of ex- 
perienced and learned people ; and the few that are still left are cleared 
“ by the help of commentaries, etymological explanations, Kalpasutras, and 
“the persons versed in matters relating to the Veda; because ail these 
“ latter deal with the meanings (of words and sentences). On the other 
“hand, Grammar takes no notice of the meanings of words, dealing with 
“ merely verbal forms ; and as such it cannot in any way help us in ascer- 
“ taining the meanings of Yedic passages. 
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For instance, in tlie case of a certain nonn, graniinar points it out 
as being made np of cerf-ain roots and affixes, and as sucli oonneoted with, 
a certain action (denoted bj tbe verbal root), while, as a matter of fact, 
we find that when the noun is actually used, there is not the slightest 
“ idea of the said action : e.gf., the word ‘ Qo * is explained as made up of 
** the root gam (io go) and the affix do ; and these would make the word 
“ ‘gro’ applicable to all that moves (or goes). But as a matter of fact we 
“find the word used with reference to a particular class (of animals); 

and certainly the explanation of a word must be in keeping with 
‘‘its generally recognised signification (and not an arbitrary one). In 
“ the same manner, we have the words, ^hugala * and ‘ uddra ' which, as 
“ grammatically explained, would mean, the chopper of grass, and one whose 
“ wife is good (respectively) ; but as a matter of fact we do not find these 
“ words used in the sense fastened to them by the arbitrary grammatical 
“rule. And so also, though the words ^ agvaharna ' B,i(xd * ajaJcarana^ are 
“ grammatically explained as compounds (thereby being made to mean 
“ the ear of the horse and the ear of the goat respectively),' — yet in ordin- 
“ ary usage, they are used in the sense of certain herls, which have no con- 
“ nection with the signification of the several constituent parts of 
“the words; exactly like the word \vrhsha* which grammatically 
“ would mean that which is heing cut, while ordinarily, it is used in the 
“sense of the iree^ So too in the case of the word ^ Edjanya,^ though 
“ grammatically it is made up of the word * Bdja ^ with a patronymic affix 
“ (and thereby it would mean the hinges son), yet the generally reoognis- 
“ ed meaning is entirely di:fierent from the said etymological one. 

“ Then again, we find certain grammatical rules to be directly against 
“ the Yeda itself ; and certainly, even if we accept these, they cannot be 
“ accepted as subsidiary to the Yeda. For instance, grammar points out 
“ the word ‘ hdlBya ’ to be made up of ‘ kali ’ and ‘ dhak,^ and the word 
“ ‘ VdmadBvya ^ of ‘ Vamadeva ’ and ‘ dya ’ ; and thus according to this, these 
“ names as applied to the Sdmas, would mean the 8dmas seen hy Kali and 
“ VdmadBva respectively, whereas in the Yeda we find these names of the 
“Sama explained differently: ‘because plenty of riches fiow forth from 
“ it, the Sama came to be known as Vamadevya ’ and ‘ because the Sama 
“ removed all impediments, therefore it came to he known as KaleyaJ 
“And these Yedic explanations cannot but set aside the interpretation 
“ supplied by grammar. In the same manner, we find in the Kalpasutra, 
“ such expressions as ‘ Krshnagam vmah, ‘ Krshnavalakshe ajine, used in the 
“ sense of the cloth or skin that has hlack threads ; and such meanings can never 
“ be got at even by the help of a hundred grammars ; all these heing capable 
“ of being learnt only from an uninterrupted tradition of the teachers and 
“students of the Yeda; and so also are words like‘ 2 /wjpa’ and the rest, 
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** wliicli are explained in accordance witH ilie sequence and precedence 
of Yedic passages. 

“ And as in the case of these words we actually find tlieir meanings 
‘‘duly ascertained, independently of grammar, we conclude that even in 
“the case of such words m ^ sthulajprshatV and the like (where the signi- 
“ficationof the word depends upon the nature of the compound, which 
“ can he learnt only by means of the accent as regulated by grammatical 
“ rules), we can safely have recourse to the commentators themselves (for 
“ the ascertaining of the actual meaning of the said words). And as such 
“ there can be no use of Grrammar on this point. 

“ Then again, with regard to the true meanings of sentences, thousands 
“ of doubts arise in our minds ; and Grammar is not found to be able to 
“ express even a single phase of the question (to say nothing of being 
“able to set aside the doubt completely and point out the true conclusion); 

“ If the use of Grammar lay in the removal of all doubts with regard 
“to the meaning of Yedic passages, then it would certainly have helped 
“ to solve questions like the following: (1) Are the Arthavada passages 
“capable of expressing independent meanings of their own, or are they 
“ only supplementary to the Injunctive passages ? (2) Is the mention of 
“ the fact of the XJdumhara wood being ‘ power ’ to be taken as pointing out 
“ a result that would follow if the sacrificial post were made of that wood; 
“ or it only serves to eulogise the particular wood ? (3) Whether a certain 

“ passage mentioning a reason is to be taken as an Injunction or an Artha- 
“ vada ? (4) Whether the use of a certain Mantra brings about a seen or 
“ an unseen result ? (5) Whether it is only one or all the vessels that one 
“has got to wash ? &c., &c. If it be urged that — ‘ these questions being 
“treated of by the Mimansa are not taken np by grammar,’ — then, 
“inasmuch as we find many such words ^ sthulaprshat * and the like 
“having their meanings duly ascertained in the Kalpasutr as ^ with regard 
“ to such words, it becomes all the more improbable for grammar to serve 
“ any useful purpose. 

“And again, whenever there are any doubts as to the meaning of the 
‘^grammatical rules themselves, the true meaning is ascertained through 
“the explanations contained in the commentaries; and certainly, there is 
“ nothing to debar such explanatory commentaries appearing with refer- 
“ence to the doubtfnl words occurring in the Veda (and as such there 
“would be nothing left to he done by grammar). And inasmuch aS 
“ there is a postulate that explanatory commentaries serve the purpose 
“ of bringing about specific ideas, — ^just as the fact of there being certain 
“doubts with regard to a certain grammatical rule does not deprive it of 
“ its character of a ‘ rule ’ ; so too the mere fact of there being doubts 
“ with regard to a Yedic passage cannot deprive it of its Yedic character. 
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And until one knows tlie actual meanings of certain words, lie can neTer 
explain any Yedic passage by the mere help of Grammar; and as such 
this latter cannot be said to be the means of ascertaining the' meaning 
**of the passage. And the explanatory commentaries to the Veda 
being as eternally continuous as the Veda itself, such words as 
^ ^tJiUlaprshat ’ and the rest are found to be explained, without the help of 
** Grammar. 

** [ ISTor can the accents as treated of in Grammar be said to help in 
‘‘ the ascertaining of the meanings of words ]. ISTo words in ordinary 
“ usage being found to be accentuated, we conclude that accents are some- 
“ thing entirely beyond the pale of usage ; and as such they cannot be uti- 
“ lised in ascertaining the meanings of Vedic passages. As a matter of fact 
“ the ascertaining of the real meanings of words is always accomplished 
by means of the usage of experienced people. And as we meet with no 
differentiation of accents, — as that the last word of the compound is acute 
and so forth, — ^in the usages of these people, any specialities of accents 
“can never be accepted to have an effect upon the significations of 
“ words. And if the cognition of the meanings of sentences depended upon 
“ the specialities of accents, there would be no cognition of the meanings 
“ of those Vedic passages, whose accentuation has not been ascertained. 
“ But as a matter of fact, as we find the meanings of such passages duly 
“ ascertained by means of Context, &c., (independently of the Accents), 
“ the denotativeness of those meanings cannot be said to belong to the Ac- 
“ cents. And hence we conclude that the accentuation of the Vedic texts 
“ can have only an unseen (transcendental) result ; specially as it is only 
“ found in connection with the reciting of Mantras at the sacrifices in- 
“ eluded under the ordinary Brahmayajna (Daily sacrifices or Duties of the 
“ Bra-hmana), 

“ And hence even tlie grammatical rules that refer to Accents may be 
“ said to serve some sort of a purpose with regard to such transcendental 
“matters; bat never with regard to the words in ordinary usage; because 
“Accentuation is found to have absolutely no use in ordinary parlance. 
“ And as a matter of fact, the Accentuation, as laid down in Grammar, is 
“ never found to help us in ascertaining the real meanings (of words or 
“ sentences) ; specially because what we find in grammatical works, 
“ is only a teaching of the verbal forms of words, and not of their 
“ meanings. 

“ Thus then, we conclude that Grammar cannot be said to be necessa- 
“rily studied as serving the purpose of removing doubts with regard 
“ to the meanings of Vedic passages; specially as it is not found to treat 
“ of such Accentuation or uses of words, &o,, as could be of any use in the 
ascertaining of the meaning (of words or sentences). 
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After having laid special stress upon the five aforesaid uses of 
Grammar, the MahdhhBsJiya proceeds to enumerate ‘ many other uses ’ of 
** it ; hut of these some are such as cannot be spoken of as * uses ’ ; a few 
‘‘ are such as have the mere sembiance of a ‘ use * ; while some are entirely 
groundless. And again when the usefulness of the science has not been 
established by means of the five, that were spoken of as the ^primary 
uses,’ that it will be proved by that of the secondary uses, is a hope too 
sanguine to be realised ; and the attempt has all the resemblance of a 
“ drowning man catching at a straw. 

(1) ** The MaJidhhUshya quotes the Yedic text — ‘The Asiiras ut- 
tered the (incorrect words) helayah^ and hence they were defeated ... 

“ the utterance of an incorrect word is behaving like a Mleccha*; and 
“ from this conclndes that the use of Grammar lies in protecfing us from 
“being a Mleccha. But what the real meaning of the word Mleccha ’ 
“is we have explained above (as referring to the distorting of the textual 
“ Tisadings of the Veda). 

(2) “ The second use spoken of by the Mahcibh&shya is that it protects 
“us^from the misfortunes that befall those uttering incorrect words, as 
“ evinced by the text — ■* a word pronounced incorrectly, either as to its 
“ accents or letters, becomes a thunderbolt killing the sacrificer, as for in- 
“ stance the word indragatru (which was addressed to V^tra, as the killer 
“ of Indra, a Genitive Tatpnrusha, but as the accent that was used was that of 
“ the Bahuvrihi compound, Vytra became one whose killer was Indr a)/ But 
“ here the Mahdhhdshya has substituted in this text the word * word ’ for 
“ ‘ Mantra,’ which is the reading known to many men ; and this substitution 
“ of a differenfc reading only shows an undue degree of partiality to his own 
“ theories. And as for the misfortunes of sinfulness befalling the saeri- 
“ fioer who employs incorrect ManPras, it- is a fact that no one denies; speci- 
“ ally as we have many texts, — f.i. ‘ the sentence that is killed (spoilt) by 
“ the priest, kills the sacrificer hiihself ’—that clearly point to the fact of 
“ the discrepancies in the use of Mantras by the Priests bringing about evil 
“ results to the sacrificer. And it is because the text refers to the mistakes 
“ of Mantra that it has cited the use of a Mantra — ‘ indragatro vardhasva' 
«< — as an example. 

(3) “The MahdhhsdJiya cites a passage from the Niruhta : — ‘That 
“ which is pronounced simply verbally, without a knowledge of its meaning, 
“ is not effective, being like dry fuel being placed where there is no fire to 
“ bum it;’ and from this it concludes that the study of Grammar is neces- 
“ sary, inasmuch as it helps us to know the meaning of Mantras, thereby 
“saving us from the predicament spoken of. But the text here quoted 
“ we have explained in course of the explanation of the word atha in sUti'a 
a I— i — 1, as authorising a postponement of the Final Bath, after the mere 
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getting up of ihe text of the Yeda ; and we have there shown that if we did 
“ not postpone the Bath, we would be making the Yeda, which has a pnr- 
pose to serve, absolutely without a use ; as the purpose that the Yeda is 
found to serve is the pointing out of (and this could not be pointed 
out to the person that finishes his study with the mere getting up of the 
“ text and pays no attention to the meaning) ; and hence the meaning of 
the text quoted is that ‘ the Yeda that is not explained, not expressing 
** any meaning, becomes totally ineffective ’ ; and this is quite true ; 
though in this, there can he no use for Grammar ; because it is a weli- 
recognised fact that the Science of Grammar has no bearing upon any 
‘‘ thing relating to Action (or sacrifices). Nor can it be asserted that gram- 
“ mar is a scripture relating to wards) because we have shown above that 
“ there is no basis in the Yeda for the rules of grammar that treat of 
“ words; and as such, these rales cannot be accepted as rightly regulating 
“ the use of words either. Thus then, inasmuch as the mi^iMaqpg of the 
** Mantras and the Brahmanas that one has studied can be ascertained only 
by the help of the Kalpasutras, the JSfiruhtas and the Mfmdnsd, the use 
‘‘ pointed out by the MahAbhmTiya should be attributed to these, and not 
“ to Grammar (which is not found to afford any help in the ascertaining of 
‘‘ the meanings of any passages of the Yeda). 

(4) “ The next passage that is quoted by the MaMhMshya is-^'au expert 
“ in the knowledge of the relations of sentences, who makes use of the 
correct forms of words, obtains victory iu the next world ; while by the use 
“ of incorrect words he becomes tainted (with sin) ■ ; and from this it con- 
eludes that the use of Grammar lies iu this leading to victory in the 
** next world (as it is by the help of Grammar alone that we can differ- 
^‘entiate the correct from the incorrect forms of words). But this passage 
*‘also refers to the fact of the use of the correct forms oi Mantras 
BrUlimanas bringing about excellent results; exactly as the use of 
the incorrect forms of these — j.e., not as they appear in the Yeda — 
** taints the person with sin; and as such, we take the passage to be 
‘‘supplementary to another Yedic text — ‘ If the sacrifice fails in regard 
“ to the verses recited, <^o , &c. ’ — , which speaks of similar results follow- 
“ing from the distorting of the reading of the Yeda, during its reading^ 
“ teaching, sacrificing, either directly or indirectly. Hence we take the 
‘‘expression — ‘one who is expert in the knowledge of the relations of 
“ words’ — ^to mean the person who is fully cognisant with all relationships 
“ of words as established in the ordinary usages of the word ; and as such, 
“ with reference to the BrUhinanas^ the expression would mean one who 
“has ascertained the true forms, of sentences, by means of a proper 
“ differentiation of the Subject from the Predicate, the Primary from the 
“Secondary, and so forth ; while with reference to the Mantras, we take it 
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“ to mean tlie person wlio is fiiHj aecjnainted with the real charaeter of 

the Mantras^ differentiating the enjoined from the nnenjoined, as also, 
“ one that expresses its own meaning from that which expresses that of 
“ another, and so forth ? For these reasons we cannot take the expression 
“ to mean the Grammarian; because Grammar is found to have no bear- 
*‘ing upon the aforesaid facts (in connection with Mantras 
^^manas), ^ . r 

(5) The fifth text quoted bj the Mahabhashya is — ‘when the person 
“ sajuting another is ignorant of the fact of the last vowel of a name being 
“acute, the person saluted should response as to a woman and from this 
“ it concludes that if we wish to avoid the treatment accorded to women,^ 
“we should learn Grammar, which is the only means of learning the 

acuteness, &c., of vowels. Eut the fact of a vowel being acute is well- 
-known through ordinary usage; and m such the condition laid down by 
“ Manu in the passage quoted being fulfilled by ordinary usage itself, any 
“ science dealing with tliese conditions of acuteness, &c., cannot be admit- 
' ted to the position of a scripture relating to the performance of actions^ 
“ H'or does the above passage serve to point out either the fact of the 
“ differentiation of the correct from the incorrect forms of words being 
“ necessarily due to a knowledge of the roots and affixes as dealt with in 
“ grammatical works ; or to that of such knowledge being of any use in 
“ the said differentiation. 

(6) “ The sixth passage cited is the Injunction — ‘ The Prayajas are ta 

“ be performed with due attention to the grammatical terminations rr 
“ which is taken as laying down the necessity of learnii^ Grammar (which 
“ is the only means of knowing the terminations.) But in the first place 
“ a knowledge of the terminations here spoken of is very easily acquired 
“ by means of the direct teachings of persons versed in sacrifices; secondly > 
“ all the seven terminations are found to be enumerated in the Shadaha 
“ section of the Ghmdogya-Braihmana ; and lastly, we find all these termina- 
“ tions duly pointed out in the Mantras tbemselves—as in ‘Agni (nomi? 
“native) killed the Vyttras,’ * we address Agui (in the accusative) the 
“ killer of Yyttra,' and Hhe fire is lighted by the fire (Instrumental),' and 
“so forth; and all this shows that even without the grammatical works^ 
“ we can have a due knowledge of the said terminations, by merely paying 
“ due attention to the words having the terminations (as they are met with 
“ in ordinary usage) ; and thus thereby the said Praydja being duly per- 
“ formed, Grammar cannot be held to be a scripture beaiing upon its due 
“performance. ; 

(7 ) “ Another passage quoted is — ‘ one who knows the science of 
“ speech, as consisting of words, accents and letters, he alone is capable o£ 
“ rightly performing the duties of a paorificial priest and this is taken to 
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“ point out tlie necessity of grammatical study. But as a matter of fact, 
“ tin's passage only speaks of the person who has duly learnt the Yeda. 

(8) The eighth passage quoted is— ‘ there are four kinds of 
words; and it is only those Brahmanas that know them that are said to 
“be Zearwed ; of these three are not pronounced by ordinary people, who 
“ speak out the fourth only V and the ‘ four kinds V are explained by the 
MahSJbhdshya as referring to hTouns, Verbs, Prefixes and Nipatas ; and 
“ as a knowledge of these cannot be acquired except by the help of Gram- 
“mar, the passage is taken to lay down the necessity of grammatical 
“ study. But in dealing with the ‘ four kinds of words ’ as mentioned in 
“this passage, the Kiruktas have, — in accordance with their own maxim 
“ that ‘ all words are to be explained in accordance with the similarities 
“of the letters therein contained,* — spoken of many quartets, such as — 
“ (a) the Pranava together with the three Vydhrtis, (6) the four Vedas, 
“ (c) the four kinds of speech, Para^ Pgyantz, Madhyamd Sbnd. Vaikhart; 
“ and certainly in regard to none of these can Grammar serve any useful 
“purpose. Even if the quartet referred to be taken as tlisDt^nsisting of 
“ Nouns, Verbs, Prefixes, and Nipatas, even then, inasmuch as alMhese are 
“ learnt from ordinary usage itself, a knowledge of these could not stand 
“ in need of grammatical study. But in reality, this cannot be taken as 
“ the quartet referred to ; as in that case, the sentence — ‘ it is the fourth kind 
“ alone that men make use of * — would be absolutely inexplicable, as men 
** are actually found to make use of all the four kinds (Nouns, &o.). Tliei’e- 
“ fore the MhwZra quoted cannot but have the following meaning, which 
“ is the only one that is in keeping with the context (of the Mantra) : 
“The expression ^ Vahparimitdpadam^ the four means of right notion, — 
“ Sense- Perception, Inference, Analogy and Apparent Inconsistency, — by 
“which alone is speech (Vdk) cognised (padyate hodhyate) ; thus then 
“ people do not actually utter those three kinds of speech^ or sentence which 
“ are cognisable by means of the last three of the said means of right 
“notion, — viz: (a) Inference, (h) Analogy, and(c) Apparent Inconsistency, — 
“ which originate respectively, (a) in the mention of the first word of the 
“ sentence in an Injunction (as, for instance, we have the Injunction 
^ IshBtvBti Qakham chinatti,’ where the mention of the first two words 
“ of the Mantra leads us to infer the whole of the Mantra, which does not 
“ stand in need of being wholly quoted in the Injunction), (b) in the 
“ similarity of the Subsidiaries to the Primary sacrifice (as for instance 
“we have the Injunction * prakrtwadvikriih kartavyd * which, through 
“ Analogy, leads us to the conclusion that the Mantras used at the Subsi- 
“ diaries are the same that are used at the Primary,— the Analogy thus 
“ obviating the necessity of quoting all the Mantras in connection 
“ with the Injunction of ; tho Bhbsidiaries), (c) and in the apparent 
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‘‘ explicabilitj of a perceptible fact (as in the case of the Vi^vajit sacrifice, 
the fact of its actually being performed leads us to conclude that it 
“ brings about a real result in the shape of Heaven ; and as such, the 
Mantras of the Jyotishtoma are employed at its performance) ; while that 
part of the speech, which is cognisable by means of direct (Auditory) • 
Sense-perception alone, and not by the aforesaid three means of right 
notion, is the only one that men — students of the Yeda-«-|>m^ow?ice — ^^e,, 
speak out directly or lay down completely. Out of the six means of 
** right notion, generally accepted, two have been totally removed from 
doing anything with regard to the cognition of speech ; one of these is 
“ Negation, which refers only to non-existing objects ; and as such cannot 
‘‘help in the cognition of speech ; another is Verbal Testimony; and this 
“ in itself consists of speech only ; and as such being a receptacle of that 
“ ( speech) which has to he cognised, it could not be accepted as the reoep**- 
“ tacle of that which brings about the cognition. Or, it may be that, that 
“which is amenable to Verbal Testimony is that which is directly ex^ 
“ pressed in words ; and as such this being included in Anditory Sense- 
“ perception, is not mentioned separately* 

(9) “ Another passage quoted is — ‘ The bull having four horns, three 

“ feet, two heads, &c is the great God that makes a sound, and enters 

“ all mortal beings ’ ; and the ‘ bull * here spoken of is interpreted by the 

Mahdbhdshya as Grammar itself, the ‘four feet’ being taken as the 
“ above mentioned four kinds of words (Nouns, &c.), the ‘three feet ’ as 
“ the three senses, the ‘ two heads ’ as the two shapes of words, the radical 
“ and the modified, and so on ; and in order that we may be like this great 
“ God, it is necessary, says the Mahcihhdshya, that we should study Gram- 
“ mar. But this Mantra is spoken of with reference to the butter used 
“ by the Priest at the Vishuvat sacrifice ; and what its real meaning is we 
“ have already explained in the AdhiJcarana (of the 2nd pdda of this 
“ Adhyaya) dealing with Mantras (under the Sutra I — ii~46). And in 
“ this, there can be no use of Grammar. The interpretation of ‘ four 
“ horns ’ as the four kinds of words, <fec., &c.. has got no connection with 
“ the performance of Actions ; and as such these interpretations (of a 
“ passage occurring in connection with the performance of certain sacri- 
“ fices) can only be explained as put forth by the author of the MahU* 
“ hhdshya, with the sole purpose of showing off his cleverness acquired 
“ from a long- continued course of grammatical study ! 

(10) “ The Mahdhhashya has cited, the Mantra — ‘ TItatvah pagyan, 

“ which is taken as the praise of one knowing the science of words, and as 
“ such, laying down the necessity of studying Grammar. But in reality 
“ the passage is in praise of one- who knows the true meanings of words, 
“ as pointed oat by ordinary usage, the Niruktas, the Kalpasutras and . the 
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tenets of the Mimansa; and as such it cannot he taken as in any way 
praising a study of Grammar. 

(11) “There is yet another passage quoted which speaks of the 
“science of words having a purifying tendency ‘ like the sieve ^ ; and this 
'“the MaJidhh&shya has taken to mean that it is the study of Grammar 

“ that purifies all usage of words. But as a matter of fact the passage is 
“ in praise of a due knowledge of the meaning of the Yedio text, purified 
by a long course of uninterrupted' study. 

( 12 ) “ The passage — ‘ If the Aginhotri happens to use an incorrect 
“ word he should perform an expiatory rite ^ — has been taken by the 

MahdhhdsJiy a to signify the necessity of grammatical study. But the 
“ real signification of this passage we have explained above. 

(18) “ In connection with the naming of a child, the Kalpasutras lay 
‘ • down that the name should begin with a certain kind of letter, and that 
“ it should contain only two or four letters, and should Be one made up 
“ of a verbal, and never, a nominal affix, <&c., &c. and the MaMhhdshya 
“urges that these detailed instructions could never be followed unless one # 
“ studied and knew the rules, <fcc., Md dfown in grammatical works; as with- 
“ out these, one could not know what a verbal affix was, Bht, as a matter 
“ of fact, these expressions — having a verbal affix ’ and the like, — could 
“ not but hare been borrowed by writers ou Grammar from the vocabulary of 
“the day, which must have had a prior existence (and as such even now 
“we can very easily learn what they mean even without the help of a 
“'grammar) ; as for the number of letters in a name, it is a fact of ordinary 
“ perception accompanied by memory (and as such not dependent upon 
“ any grammatical rules, <fcc.) ; as for the characters of the letters, &c., 

“ these can be learnt from the explanations contained in the Cihshds and 
“ the FMdti^dfchyas, And we actually find people learned in the Vedas 
“ very easily coming to a conolusion with regard to the naming of a 
“ child. And hence we cannot admit Grammar to be a scripture goyern- 
“ ing the usage of words. 

(14) “ There is a Mantra addressed to Varuna, who is described as 
“ having seven rivers, ; and^ the Mdhdhhdshya takes the Mantra as ad- 
“dressed to the science of grammar, explaining the ‘seven * rivers as the 
seven ouse^erminathns, &c. , and from this it argues that it is necessary 
^to sf/udy Grammar, for the purpose of learning what is meant by these 
“ ‘ terminations, * But as a matter of fact all that grammar does is only 
“ to attribute' the name ‘ terminations ^ {VihhaJ^tu) to certain letters, &c. ; 

“ but even this name it may ha ve only borrowed from ordinary usage ; while 
“ so far as the wordk made up of these tei'minations are concerned, they 
“'are found by themselves both in the Veda and in ordinary parlance ; and 
“ there- can bn mo necessity of’ reaming' grammar on this score. Then 
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, again, ^ e\rert if it Be absolutely necessary to explain tbe words ‘ seven 
^ riYers figuratively, as meaning sometbing otlier tlianactnalrivers — 
then too there are many septenaries in connection with sacrifices, that 
could be taken to be indicated by the said words ; for instance, there are 
^ seven persons, including the priests and? the master of the sacrifices ’- 
^^seven sentences pronouticed by the Hotr priest ; seven sentenced 
^ trom the Sama and its parts ; and so forth. And all these being matters' 
dealt -within the historical and sacrificial portions (of the Veda), there can 
“ be no need of grammatical study on the, score of these.” 

« t that it is Only the words grammatically purified 

that are correct ; and now it is for you to explain what it is that is puri- 
‘‘ fied, and in what manner. That is to say, if grammar be held to help 
„ the punfication of words, it is not very easy to ascertain what it is that 
^ IS purified ; and also whetUr ihe purification is in the shape of produc- 
a._°quisition, or modification, or fructification into an Apurva or 
the hringing aBoat of a fresli potency. * 

“ individual of the class 

^ gabdaiva or of the class ‘Varnatva’ to be the object purified- 
because this would apply to all words and letters, and as such there 
could be no restriction (of , the correct or the incorrect). And if the 
^^class gabdatva’ were held to be the object purified, then any ordinary 
sound (that of the beating of the drum for instance) would afso come to 
^be spoken of as correct.’ And if the class ‘ Varnatva ’ were held to be thS 
object, then the letters contained' in the words, ‘ gm,’ &c., being betters ’ 
(as much as those in ‘gauh,’), the case of these would be exactly similar 
to' that of the words ‘ gauh ’ and the like. ■ 

« 1 tl^BpuriJication as belOnginfr 

to the individual letters ; and When the letter ‘ga’ has once been purified 
as occurring in the word ‘ <70-,’ it Beingthe same in the word ‘ * aL; thi^ 

latfcer word could not But be accepted as correct. And tBus all i'ndivi- 
« purified, no word' could ever be rightly held 
“to be incorrect. And as for the purification applying to the collection 
of letters, this cannot be possible, as no two letters being heard simulta- 
“neously, there can never be any ‘’conglomeration’ of these. 

“Those again, who hold all individual' Tetters to be undergoing 
“ momentary destruction, can never have any purification of letters ; as 
“each letter being destroyed no sooner than produced, there would’ be 
purified; and' hence even though the letter Be an 
"entity, it can have no existence at the time of -the purification, it having 
at the time that we may Be thinking of purifying it. .And 
if it could be purified, no one woitld be-able to perceive it iti its purified 
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form ; and hence this purification of the letter would he exactly lihe that 
“ of the, flour that may be said to be purifi.ed by being offered into the fire ! 

That is to say, in the case of the sentence, ‘ offers tlie flour,* the flour offered 
*^ into the fire having been burnt up by the fire, and as such becoming im 
“capable of being seen or used again, if the Accusative ending in 
“be made the ground of accepting the view that the flour is by 
“ the fire, then, in that case, every factor of the Injunction offers the 
“ flour*) — namely, the Flour, the Offering, the Bhapana and the Injunction 
“itself — would be absolutely meaningless ; and for this very reason we 
“hold that there is no purification of the flour in the offering. Exactly 
“in the same manner, there would be a meaninglessness of all things 
“ concerned, if we admitted of a purification of the momentarily disappear- 
“ ing individual letters. - 

“ And the declaration of ‘uncertainty’ in the Bhashya, — as whether 
“the word be eternal or transient, the definition (of grammar) is equally 
“applicable^ — only shows, on the part of the author, that he has either 
“been purposely fighting shy of the above arguments, or simply trying to 
“hoodwink his disciples; and as such we cannot accept it. Specially as 
“it is only in regard to an object that is removed from us that there can 
“be any uncertainty; for who is there that has any uncertainty as to 
“ whether fire is hot or cold P 

If however the word be held to he transient, then, the only pnri- 
“ fication (sanshm^a) that conld belong to it would be production ; and as 
“ such it becomes all the more impossible for Grammar to be a scripture 
“ dealing with the usage of words. That is to say, the gi^ammarian, holding 
“all correct words to be produced by the rules of Grammar, himself rejects 
“all possibility of Grammar either having a basis in the eternal Veda, or 
“being a part of it (because that which is admitted to he transient can 
“ never be a part of that which is eternal). 

“If the Veda itself be said to have been composed by means of the 
“words produced by Grammar, then the Veda would also come to be as 
“ nnauthoritative as Grammar itself. And again, if the word be held to be 
produced (and as such momentary), it would have no existence apart 
“from. the moment of its production; and as such, there could he no 
“ purification of it ; nor conld such a word be of any use. 

. “For these reasons, you cannot but give up the uncertain attitude that 
“ you had taken up with regard to the eternality of a word ; and hence, if 
“you hold the ‘ purification * to belong to the eternal word, then, (1) being 
“eternal, it conld have no purification in the foi^m of modificatiori, 

“ (2) And as for the purification in the shape of Acquisition (or perception), M 
“this is found to he accomplished by means of the sense of audition, || 
** without any auction of Grammar^ (Hence Gammar cannot ■ be accepted 
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‘‘ as tlie means of sncli purification), (3) As for a purification in the 
“ shape of being made able to bring about a transcendental result, we 
cannot admit of any such, in the absence of any Vedic Injunction on the 
‘‘point; and specially as words being found to fulfil a perceptible end (that 
“ of expressing certain meanings), they can have nothing to do with anything 
“ beyond the senses ; for instance, the corn that is meant to fulfil the 
“ perceptible end of satisfying the hunger of a man can have no connection 
“with any transcendental result following from its ‘washing ^ (which is ap- 
“ plicable only to the corn used at sacrifices). IsTor do we find the gramma- 
“tical rules to be laid down in connection with the performance of sacru 
“ fices; and as such they cannot be held to bring about the purification of 
“ words, serving to accomplish a certain Apurm (or unseen Potentiality or 
“Agency). Nor is it possible for us to have a grammatical Injunction, 
“ similar to that of the mgr (of the corn) ; because how could an eter- 
“ nal Injunction speak of a process (that of grammar) that is a pure pro- 
“ duct of the human brain ? And for the same reason, thex’e cannot be any 
“ Injunction of the grammatical processes, even apart from the perfor- 
“ mance of sacrifices ; and even if this were possible, such an Injunction 
“ could not serve any purpose with regard to the performance of sacrifices. 

“And again, if the word were to be purified for the sake of the sacri- 
“ fice only, — like the Sruva and other sacrifical implements, -—then any 
“ such word could never serve the purpose of expressing or describing the 
“ sacrifice itself (in any Injunction) ; as the purification would not afiect 
“the ordinary usage of the word (and it is this usage alone that can 
“ make the sacrifice comprehended as being laid down by a Vedic Injunction), 

“ And as there is a difference between the words as occurring in the 
“ Veda and in ordinary parlance, no grammatical prcrcesses could ever affect 
“ the sacrifice pointed out by the word (in the Veda). 

“ And further, the word haying its existence in AkSga, in what way 
“could it be ‘purified’? For being eternal and incorporeal, it is 
“as incapable of purification as the all-pervading character of Ahaga 
“itself. 

“ Then, if grammar be held to serve the sole purpose of purifying the 
“ letters of the alphabet, this would be accomplished by means of the four- 
“ teen Pratyaharasutras (A-I-U-N, <&c.) only (which lay down the alpha- 
“ bets); and there would be no use of the rest of Panini’s sutras, &c., &c. 

“ As for the conglomeration of words, these can have no existence by them- 
“ selves (apart from the constituent letters) ; and as such, no ‘ purification’ 
“ can be said to belong to them ; and as a matter of fact, we find that even 
“ though a number of bricks are piled together in a kiln, so as to form a 
“ single block, the action of fire in the baking affects each individual brick 
“ separately (so too even if the purification be held to belong to the word 'as 
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a. wjiole,^ ife eouid only be a^jcoaiaplisked tbrougli the purification of each of 
‘‘ the constituent letters).* 

Nor is it possible for a word to be built up by means of the com- 
ponent letters into a single composite ma<ss ; and as sucb, there can be no 
“ purification of the word as such ; this we have already shown before 
“ (under Tarhapada in the Clohavdrtika, in the section on ‘ words And 
“ as for such theories as those of Sphota^ the class ‘ Gogahdatva, ’ and the 
class ^ gatva,^ &c., all these have been rejected by the explanation that 
“ we have given above (under Sutra I — i — 5) of the words ‘ gauh ’ and the 
like. 

“ JSfo.r is it possible for a collection of all the letters of the alphabet to 
“ undergo any process of purification ; because any such collection not hav> 
** ing any meaning, it cannot be used to any useful end. And if groups 
“ of three of four letters in each individual word be held to be purified, 
then it would only be the particular member that would be purified ; and 
“ this purfication would apply to the incorrect words as well as to the cor* 
“ rect ones, 

“ The particular sequence pf letters {ga^ u, &c.) may be held- to be 
** the object of purification 5 but such a sequence residing only in the hear* 
ing or the pronunciation pf the word, caiinot be accepted as a property 
“ of the word itself (and as suph the purification of the sequence could not 
“ afippt the word) ; and moreover, inasmuch as there is a certain sequence 
“ in the words ‘ gdvz, ’ also (a purification of the sequence would be 
“ applieable to these as wdl as to the Sanskrit words). And if you hold 
the hearing and pronouncing of words to be the object of purification, 
this cannot be ; because it is impossible for an action {pronouncing ^ for 
“instance) to be accomplished by means of another action (purification), 
“ as we shall show later on, under Bittra III — i — 19. 

“ Nor can the various places of utterance— the palate, (fee., — be held to 
“ be purified by means of grammar ; because these are found to be purified 
“ by the rules and regulations laid down by the doctors of medicine ! 

“ If again, the Mind, or the Man himself, be held to be the object of 
“ purification, then it would be absolutely meaningless to speak of grammar as 
“the ‘Science of Words,- Because a science is that which teaches some- 
“ thing that is capable of being taught ; and as words are incapable of be- 
“ ing taught, any science of these would be absolutely useless. 

“As for the Sphota of a word, it is absplutely impossible for it to 
“ undergo any purification ; bpeause in the Sphota, there is a total absence 
“ of the roots and affixes (that form the subject-matter of grammar)^ 

“ As tor the Sphota of seuten<5es, which some people hold to be devoid 
“ pf all ppmponpnt parts, of the purification of thp nouns and 

“ vwbs Sf; would be exactly lilfp speaking of the 


297 


NEOESSITY OF TJSING CORRECT FOBMS OF WORDS; 

liorns of a hare ! If it foe urged that we can speak of the purification of 
the nouns, <fcc., as extracted out of the syntactical Sphofa^ then it could be 
as reasonable to speak of the purification of the horn as extracted out of the 
“hare! If you hold the extraction of the part of the sentence to foe accom- 
“ plished through the similarity of the part of other things, then, why can- 
“ not the extraction of the hare’s horns foe equally acconaplished through the 
“ similarity of the horns of the ass ? As for similarity too, we have spoken 
‘‘ of a certain sort of similarity existing between the parts of the foody of tlio 
gavaya and that of the Cow ; but in this case we actually perceived a 
‘‘ similarity between real parts ; and do you employ the same arguments 
“to the present case, where the parts spoken of are only imaginary ? 
“The fallacy of this we shall show in detail under the YSkyMhikarana 
“(in Adhyaya II). And hence the assumption oi extraction too is by no 
“ means admissible. 

“ Then again, if grammar were to explain words that have no real exis- 
“tenoe, but are only conjecturally extracted (from the syntactical 
“then this very fact would make it as unauthoritative and untrustworthy 
“as any ordinary tricks of jugglery; 

“ Thus then, as far as the words are concered, they can never foe the 
“ objects of teaching ; and hence with regard to these, Grammar cannot be 
“ said to be a science ; and as for sentences^ Grammar is not found to teach 
“anything with regard to them (dealing as it does with the formation of 
“ words only). 

Tlie MahabJidshya has distinctly spoken oi purification as belonging to 
“ words as used with reference to certain meanings ; while as a matter 
“ of fact, we find that it is only sentences that are found to foe so used ; and 
“ never the words, which by themselves (apart from the sentence) have no 
“ significance (and yet Grammar is found to be dealing with words alone 
“ which is hardly compatible with the former declaration). 

“ In grammatical works (for instance, in the VaJcyapadtya) we meet 
“with such declarations as— ‘as in the compound Brdhmanakamhala, there 
“is no significance in the 'wovA hrdhmanahy so also would the word deva- 
“ dattah have no significance in the sentence devadattaJi pacati ; and thus the 
“word by itself being found to foe incapable of being used with any 
“ significance, it would have been proper for Grammar to treat of sentences ; 
“ but as a matter of fact this has not been done : we find the later commen- 
“ tutors making as contradictory statements as the authors of the Sutras, 
“ the BliUsliya and the YarWha ; and this goes to show directly that the 
“science of Grammar has been propounded by absolutely untrustworthy 
“persons. 

“Thus then, the science of Grammar being found to cotisist mostly 
“ of random declarations contradicting one another, to be devoid of any 
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^^Ibasig in tlie Veda, and to be absolutely without any Inse, it, cannot be 
“ accepted as in any way regulating the usage of words. 

“ Then again, apart from the study of the Veda itself, and also the 
“usage of the Veda in the performance of sacrifices, there can be no 
“ regulation (by means of grammar) even in the case of the woi'ds of 
“ordinary parlance. And hence we should make use of all words; they 
“ are all equally correct, 

“ And on this point, we have the following arguments : 

“ (1 ) The words ‘ gavi^ ^ ■ gom^ ^ &c., are equally expressive of the 
“because they are used in that sense by experienced people— exactly like 
“ the words ^ gauh, ’ [usra, ’ and the like. 

“ (2) All these are cari'^<3t words ; because they are found to denote a 
“ certain, object— ( like the words, ‘ ’ &c.) 

“(3) They are not corruptions,— because they are comprehensible 
“ by the ear — like the words &c. ) instanced before. 

“(4) They are all eternal; — because we cannot irace their usage 
“to any beginning in time, specially as, just as in the case of the word 
“ ‘ ganh^ * so in that of these also, we can always find one speaker prece- 
“ ding the other 

“ (5) Those that utter only grammatically correct woi^ds cannot, by 
“that, attain to any trausceudfiiil^^'l result; because they are all found to 
“ accomplish the visible purpose of expressing a meaning ; just as the per- 
“ ception of smoke leads to the cognition of fire (and not to any transcen- 
“ dental result). 

“ (6) The grammatically correct words cannot bring about trans- 
“ cendeutal results, because they are not the subjects of perpetual Injunc^ 
“ tions, exactly like the words of Buddha. 

“ (7) Grammar oaunot be held to be a scripture ; because it has not 
“ the form of the Veda; exactly like the explanations of the formations of 
“ Vernacular words. 

“ (8) The authority of Grammar cannot be held to rest upon the 
“ fact of its having its basis in the Veda ; because it is not found to deal 
“with the subjects that ax'e treated of in the Veda;— exactly like 
“ dramatical works, &c. 

“ (9) Grammar oaunot be a part of the Veda ; because it is not found 
“to serve any purpose of the Veda ; exactly like an ordinary stmy, &c. 

“ (10) Grammar cannot he held to serve any useful purpose of the 
“Veda; because the Veda is found to express a meaning, even without the 
“ help of Grammar. 

“ (11) l^or can Grammar be held to be a necessary appendage to the' 
“ use of woi’ds ; because it is capable of being propounded only when 
“ the usage already exists, .And, that which is siich cannot be a necessary' 
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appendage is found in the case of the inference of the eye. That is to 
say, the perception of colour being accomplished, independently of 
‘Hhe perception of the eye, eren thongh the impossibility of the former 
“perception in the absence of the eye distinctly points to the inference 
“ of the existence of the ©ye, yet this latter inference is not admitted to be 
“a necessary appendage of that perception; exactly in the Same manner, 

“ inasmnch as Q-rammar is found to have been composed long after the 
“ usage (of words)^ — both Yedic and ordinary — has been mi accomplished 
“ fact, it cannot be admitted as a necessary appendage of such usage. 

“For the above reasons, we conclude that the word ^ gauh,’ gam^ 

“ ‘ gon%' &c., being synonymous, like the words ‘ taru^'^ ^ hrlcsha,* &e., are 
“all found to be used in ordinary parlance ; and that such usage of these 
* ‘ is not prohibited by any scriptures.” 

To all this we make the following reply : — 

SIBDHINTA. 

Sutra (25). Its accomplishment being due to an effort, there 
is a chance of discrepancies in the word. 

(1) The words ^gavl * &c., have been declared to be eternal on the 
sole ground of the Apparent Inconsistency of tlie fact of their being used 
in ordinary parlance and affording definite meanings. But we pro- 
ceed to show the doubtful character of this Apparent Inconsistency, 
by proving that the said usage and expressiveness are explicable other- 
wise (than by accepting the words to be eternal). When a word is 
found to be never used, except in its expressive character, then alone can 
the expressiveness of the word be admitted to be proved by the facts of its 
usage and expressiveness. 

At present we content ourselves by merely making the conolaslon of 
the Pmvapaksha open to doubt ; because when this has been accomplished 
the task of establishing our own theory becomes compsEiiitively easy.- 
That is to say, wlien a certain conclusion to the contrary has been laid Out 
in an exceptionally strong manner, if oue proceeds to immediately point out 
the true theory, it involves a very hard work ; and hence with a view to 
lighten this burden, the present sutra proceeds only to weaken the contrary 
view by throwing it open to doubt. 

(2) Or, the words ^ gml ^ &o., having been declared to be eternal on the 
ground of their being accepted in well-established Usage, the present 
sutra may be taken as throwing Such eternality open to doubt, by show- 
ing that there is likelihood of there being discrepancies in such usage. 

That is to say, if it were always the ease that the word pronotinced' 
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by one man is exactly like tliat whicli be bas lieavd from otliers, tben 
alone coaid long-established usage justify tbe conclusion that, as in 
tbe case of tbe words ‘gro ’ &c., there has been no time at which the words 
‘ gavl ^ &c., have not been in use j and this conclusion would justify us in 
accepting these latter to be eternal. But as a matter of fact, we often find 
the pronounciation of words to be due to certain discrepancies (or mis- 
takes) ; and as such the continuity of the usage being doubtful, it cannot 
warrant any conclusion as to the eternality of all words. 

The expression ‘ accomplishment being due to an effort ’ means that Se- 
causethe word is manif ested hy means of an effort in accordance with arguments 
detailed above (in the section on the ‘ Mternality of Wordsf Clohavdrtilca). 
(This is added because the Mimansaka holding the word to be eternal 
cannot admit of its being pncZwced by any eJfort). 

(3,) Some people read the suto-a as ^ aprayatnanishpatteh^ &c. ; and 
^ they explain it thus : In the case of a man for whom the word is maoifest- 
ed by means of an efiort complete in all respects, all words being pro- 
nounced in accordance with a long-established tradition, they would all be 
equally authoritative; but it is often found that words are manifested 
by means of incompiete or faulty efforts ; and in these cases, it is highly 
probable that the word that is pronounced may be at variance with the 
established usage ; and hence all words cannot necessarily be held to be 
equally authoritative. 

(4) Or, it may mean that the completion of the eSort to manifest (or 
pronounce) a word is found to be tainted with certain discrepancies, even 
in the case of clever people with all their organs of speech intact; what 
then can be said of the words pronounced by ignorant persons, having 
deficient organs of speech, &c. ? And the discrepancy that is found in the 
efiort to pronounce the word, cannot but affect the word that is manifest- 
ed (or uttered) by that effort. 

Thus then, we conclude that those that are pronounced by a faultless 
effort are correct ; while those whose utterance is due to certain discrepan- 
cies in the effort, are incorrect ; and there is nothing that can be said 
against this criterion. 

As a matter of fact, even in ordinary parlance, we find that, that 
which is not destroyed is called ‘good,' and that which is destroyed is pro- 
nounced ‘bad'; and such being the case, the existence of the correct forms 
of words, as also that of their corruptions, becomes possible by the same 
means, (That is to say, the word whose usage is found to be eternal 
may bo pronounced to be correct, while that of which the use is not found 
to be so may be held to be a mere corruption). 

(5) Or again, by ‘correct' we may mean ‘true,' ‘incorrect' meaning 
untrue ’ ; by this the subject of the correctness or incorrectness of words 
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would have a useful bearing upon a consideration of Bharma ox Adhm-nm. 
Truth being enjoined and tin truth being prohibited, we can easily make 
these the means of ascertaning Dharma and Adharma*, and certainlj it 
cannot be doubted that these matters are really the subjects capable of 
being treated of in a scripture. As for truth too, just as we have a truth 
of matter, so also we have a truth of words 5 and a verbal untruth is to be 
avoided as much as an untruth of fact. 

Thus then, tlie diJfferentiation of the correct from the incorrect words 
being as useful (with regard to Dharma) as that of the food that should be 
eaten from that which should not be eaten, we cannot deny the fact of 
Grammar being a scripture dealing with the usage of words ; and as such 
the reasoning propounded in the foregoing sutra falls to the ground. 

(6) Or, the may he taken as offering a reply to the following 

argument urged aboYe^‘Vlnasm.uch as it is only the word that is correct 

expressive) that is always used, while that which is incorrect in- 
expressive) is never used, there can be no regulations with regard to their 
usage.” And the sense oC the reply is this : 

Inasmuch as there is a chance of discrepancies (in the pronouncing 
of words), there is always a probability of both contingencies — ^.e., it may 
not be the correct word that is always used, and it may he the incorrect 
word that is used. That is to say, if a correct word, on being used once, 
were never to disappear, it could be said to be always used in that correct 
form ; and thereby there being no possibility of the use of its corruption, 
any regulations with regard to it would be useless. But as a matter of 
fact, there always being certain discrepancies in the effort to pro- 
nounce the word, the chances of the use of both the correct word and its 
corruptions are very nearly equal; and as such the science that lays down 
the rules with regard to the use of the correct word cannot be said to be 
absolutely useless. As a matter of fact, we often find that through the 
inherent incapacity or carelessness of the man pronouncing it, a word is 
often distorted, being pronounced with a letter too short or too many, or 
in a different form altogether ; and yet, though uttered in these corrupted 
forms, it is found to express the same thing that is expressed by the 
correct word. But as these corruptions are distinctly found to be due 
to a discrepancy in the pronouncer, they cannot be accepted as synonyms 
of the original correct word, and as independent words by themselves 
expressing the same meaning. 

And again, even in the case of the names ‘Devadatta^ and the like, with 
regard to which there can be no doubts, we find young boys distorting 
them into the words ^ tatta ’ and the like ; and this instance leads us to 
think that the corruptions ‘ gdvi/ <&c., are also due to certain discrepancies 
in the persons seeking to pronounce the word ‘ gauli ’ (exactly as the boy 
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wishing to pronounce tlie word ‘Devadatta/ but being incapable of rigbit- 
Ij prononncmg it, nttere it as ^ Tatta^), That is to say, we aetnallj find 
the object Devadatta being duly expressed by the corrupted form ^Tatta^ 
as pronounced by the child, or by the grown-up man imitating tlie child ; 
and as such how can we accept a word {‘‘ g ml ^ f.i,) to be really expressive 
of a certain object, on the mere ground of its being used and expressing 
a definite object ? 

Then again, even in the case of the corrupt forms ^gdvi ’ and the like, 
that have become cnrrent in ordinary usage, we often find these also being 
corrupted into these fornas, ( and yet succeeding in denoting the cow). There 
are only a few such (corrupt) words, like ^gdvV and the like, that have been 
in usage for a very long time ; and as such it is possible that people might 
come to think of them as correct words. But as a matter of fact we find 
these words also being distorted by ignorant people into new corruptions, 
like * glavz,'^ &c.; and yet even in this corrupted form, the word is actually 
found to denote the cow (as well as the word ^gS>vi’ or ^gmi^h ' ) ; and thus 
as we find even these admittedly incon^ect corruptions to be used and 
denoting a certain object, the mere fact of a word being used and express- 
ing a meaning cannot rightly be accepted as sufficient reason for holding 
it to be correct. 

Thusthen,theargumentpmpcmtidedby you becomes open to the objec- 
tion, that being doubtful in itself it cannot prove what you wish to prove 
by it. Just as a word, being pronouneed otherwise than in its real form, 
falls from its true expressiveness, so does an argument, becoming doubt- 
ful, fall off from the position of correct reasoning ! 

Thus then, we conclude that even if a word is found to be current in 
ordinary usage, it is necessary that we should consider whether or not it is 
really and correctly expressive (of the sense in which it is used). And 
this is what is sought to be ascertained by means of the following 
sutras. 

Though the theory of the opponent has been rent asunder, yet our 
own theory is far from being thoroughly established ; and hence we pro- 
ceed with the next sutm* 

Sutra (26)» It is not quite reasonable to have many (synony- 
mous) words. 

We proceed to show why it is not reasonable. There is a certain fixed 
denotative relation between the expressed meaning and the expressive 
word (that is to say, they are so related that the meaning is cognised 
when the word exists, and it is not cognised when the word does not exist) ; 
and hence if there were many Words expressing the same meaning there 
would be no such relationsMp between the meaning and any of the words. 
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That is to say, it is only when tlie word and itg meanfeig are very closely 
related to each other, that the one necessarily implies the other, and as 
snch there is a fixed mutual relationship ; and hence if either of these — 
either the word or the meaning — were to be diverse, there would be a 
diversity in the said x’elatioiiship, which would thus lose all its fixity. 

And further, it is only by means of Apparent Inconsistency that we 
infer the potentialities of all things; and the expression of a meaning 
being quite explicable through the potentiality of a single word, there can 
be no ground for assuming any others. That is to say, when we find that 
the cognition of the meaning cannot be explained in any other way, we 
infer an unperceived potentiality in a certain word, on the sole ground 
of the Apparent Inexplicability of the Cognition of the meaning. And 
when this potentiality is once assumed as belonging to a certain word, if 
it were sought to be attributed to its corruptions also, how could any such 
word be assumed to have the potentiality, in the absence of the aforesaid 
“inexplicability’’ or inconsistency ? 

Further, a name is given to a thing, simply for the purpose of talk- 
ing of it in ordinary parlance ; and as this usage can be accomplished by 
means of one only, the assumption of other names is absolutely useless. 

Then again, if many words be held to be alternatively expressive of 
the same meaning, then this would be open to all the eight objections 
that have been urged (above) against all alternative courses. When a 
certain object is known by a certain definite name, whenever any other 
name happens to be pronounced, it brings about the idea of another object ; 
all this we shall explain under the sutra II — ii — 22. 

As for such universally recognised synonyms, as ^ hasta^'^ ‘ hara^^ 
we accept all these many words to be expressive of the same object, be- 
cause all of these being equally authorised by the smrtis^ there can be no 
other way out of it. While so long as we are able to depend upon the 
potentiality of a single word, we explain the denotation of the meaning by 
other words (corruptions) to be due to Analogy and Inference. (That is, 
when a person who is unable to pronounce the word ‘ go ’ pronounces the 
word * gavt^ ’ we at once perceive, by means of Analogy, the similarity of the 
latter with the former ; then we infer the utterance of the word ^ gam ’ to be 
due to the desire on the part of the speaker to pronounce the word ‘ go; ’ and 
thence we conclude the word ‘ gavi ’ — to have the same meaning as the 
word ^ go"). Thus then, we conclude that in the matter of the considera* 
tion of the. form, relationship and the meanings of words, there can 
be a fixity of these only when the potentiality is attributed to a single 
word, and never when it is referred to many, As a matter of fact the 
corrupted forms of words become capable of expressing a meaning, only 
by manifesting the potentiality of the original word, through their 
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similarity witli it 5 this tli 6 Bhasliya will explain in detail nnder the 
I — iii — -28., ■ 

Thus tlien, it must he admitted that when many words are found to 
be used with reference to the same meaning, it is only one that can be really 
related to that meaning; all the rest are due a certain incapacity in 
the speaker (to pronounce the correct word), and are capable of denoting 
the meaning, only through the intervention of the original word, which 
is indicated by them (through their similarity with it). 

It is often urged that when many words are found to be equally cur- 
rent in usage and capable of expressing their meanings, it is impossible to 
ascertain which one of these is the real original word. And in view of this 
assertion, we have the following 

Sutra (27). That (expressiveness) could be ascertained by 
means of the particular instances of close application (or learn- 
ing)- 

At the very outset, there arise the questions — what is the Hearning ^ ? 
what the ‘ particular instances ’ ? how too could tlie expressiveness of 
words be ascertained by means of such instances ? And we proceed to ex- 
plain all these points. 

‘Learning’ proceeds from listening to and carefully studying the 
various generic definitions or rules; while the ‘ particular instances ’ re- 
fer to an application of these rules to particular cases. 

The number of words being endless, it is not possible for us to read up 
all of them; and hence for the indicating of all individual correct words, 
the only means that we have at our command is the laying down of certain 
general definitions or rules that would include all the individual cases con- 
cerned. 

Hence it follows that, without the help of Grammar, neither the 
Veda nor ordinary parlance could ever enable us to get at an idea of all the 
correct words. And unless all the cori’ect words have been known, we cannot 
arrive at any notion of those not included among tliese ; and as such no 
Apparent Inconsistency could lead us to any knowledge of the incorrect 
words. And it is only when the general definition of ‘ correct words ’ has 
been duly obtained, that a word being found to he used in a form not in 
keeping with the said definition, we would at once conclude it to be of the 
opposite kind ; and it is then alone that Apparent Inconsistency couldhelp ns 
in arriving at an idea of the incorrect words. And thus we find that 
Grammar is of use to us in the ascertainment of both correct and incorrect 
words ; and hence it is that the sutra speaks of the ‘learning ’ of Grammar 
as the means of ascertaining the true expressiveness of words. 
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In tlie foregoing it lias been urged that as the grammatical 

rule cannot haFe its basis in the rule itself, it must have it in usage, and 
thus the rule would be based upon usaore, and the usage upon the rule, — 
there being an inadmissible mutual interdependence. But this interdepen-. 
denoe can be explained away by bearing in mind the fact that, in the first 
place by an observation of ordinary usage people become cognisant of the 
fact of certain words denoting certain meaninjrs, though they may not have 
yet quite ascertained the true expressiveness of the words j and it is these 
words that go to compose the rules of Grammar, which help to establish 
the correctness of certain other words ; and then these latter are made the 
means of finally establishing the correetiiess (and the true expressive- 
ness) of the former words composing the rules). 

There could be an irremediable iuterdependenee, only if, without the 
help of Grammar the words were not expressive, or if their expressiveness 
were not coirnised. But as a matter of fact, the fact of the word being 
expressive (of a certain meaning) having been known beforehand, when it 
is found that such correct words are often mixed np in usage with their 
corruptions, then it becomes the turn of the grammatical rule to step in 
and help us to distinguish the correct word from its corruptions. And 
thus we find that while Grammar helps us to realise the expressiveness of 
the correct words only, ordinary usage is the means of ascertaining that 
of these as well as their corruptions ; and as such the two being found to 
be treating of two distinct subjects, the Science of Grammar cannot he 
said to be a needless repetition. 

[The Vartika omits sutra, 28 and also suira 29, the vsense of which has 
already been explained above] 

An objection is raised — “ As the Veda contains only correct words (we 
could ascertain from the Veda which words are correct), the propounding 
of the Science of Grammar is absolutely redundant.^^ And to this we 
make the following reply : 

^Not so ; because it does not treat of all. 

In the Veda, as also in ordinary usage, we find only a few of the cor- 
rect words ; and even as regards these who could ever get at any idea of 
all the words contained in the endless branches of the Veda, and used 
in ordinary parlance ? That is to say, just as it is absolutely impossible 
for us to get up all the individual words used in ordinary parlance, so too 
is it impossible even to hear all the words cental tied in the various 
branches of the Veda, — to say nothing of getting these up. For who 

1 In tlie Varrika this has be'^n printed as a sutra ; bnfc neither the Bhashya, nor 
the l^Tyayamala-vistara, has any such sutra ; hence the suira — numbering has been 
omitted, though the type of the suira has been retained. 
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could ever read up all the innumerable words that are referred to by the 
general rules treating of an endless number of roots and affixes ? 

Thus then we find that, tbougb there are grammatical explanations of 
the words contained in the Injunctive sentences that point out tbe fact of 
the nse and knowledge of correct words bringingabout certain transcenden- 
tal results, both in oonneotion with sacrifices and with the human agent, 
yet this cannot be said to involve an inadmissible interdependence, on 
the ground of the grammatical rules themselves being based upon a 
previous conception of the meanings of those words. Because if it were 
a recognised necessity that the Science of Grammar must always operate, 
after one has come across certain restrictive Injunctions with reference 
to sacrifices and human agents— as for instance, ‘the Brahmana should 
not pronounce an incorrect word at a sacrifice,’ ‘ a single word duly learnt 
and rightly nsed brings about all desirable results both here and here- 
after, ’ ‘ hence a grammatically correct speech rises, ’ and so forth, -r-then 
alone could our assertion be open to the charge of interdependence; for 
in that case alone conld the Yedic Injunction be dependent upon the words 
explained grammatically, and Grammar itself would be dependent upon 
the said Injunctions. But, as a matter of fact, (1) wfe cannot think of 
any point of time, totally devoid of some work or other, dealing with the 
grammatical rules treating of the diferent kinds of roots and affixes ; 
(2) we actually find the Vedio injunctions supplying the requisite basis 
for all the six factors of Grammar — viz: (a) the explanation of the gram- 
matical formation of words, (h) the correct words, (c) the injunction 
of using the words thus explained, (d) the actual use of such words, 
(e) the prohibition of the use of the words not so explicable, and (/) the 
actual avoidance of the nse of such words ; and as such we come to 
recognise all these as having had no beginning in time ; exactly like the 
Injunctions laying down the forms and uses of such things as the bundle 
of Kupa grass, the sacrificial altar, the sacrificial posfc, the sacriScial fire, 
the Priest, the milking of the cow, (&c., &c. ; and as such we never perceive 
any sequence or precedence between the Injunctions and the Enles of 
Grammar; and hence it is only the fact of the use of correct words bringing 
about transcendental results that can be said to be dependent solely upon 
the scriptures. And hence we find no discrepancy in the Eules dealing 
with the use of words, which have always (eternally) been found capable 
of grammatical explanation. 

The Furvapaksha has also urged the following objection : “ The correct- 
^*ness and incorrectnessi of words being nothing else but their expressive- 
^^ness non-expressiveness (respectively), and the ascertaining of the 
“ expressiveness or inexpressiveness of a word depending solely upon the 
“ fact of the word being, or n,ot fesiiig used in ordinary parlance to express 
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“a definite meaning, tlie assertion that the words &o., are not 

‘‘ expressive would be a direct contradiction of a fact of ordinarj experience | 
“ and hence we conclude that among all the words current in ordinary usage, 
“ none is incorrect, except those that proceed from the beating of the drum, 
“ the mere repetition of the alphabetical letters, those that are pronounced 
“ a letter too short, or too long, and those that are purposely distorted (as it 
“is only these that are found in ordinary parlance, to give* no sense at all).*’ 

And to this, we make the following reply: As a matter of fact 
we find the ordinary man incapable of discriminating the expressive from 
the inexpressive word ; anditis the rules of Grammar alone that can help 
one to this discrimination. And as for the contradiction of a fact of 
ordinary usage, this connot be objectionable ; because we have already- 
proved above that the Smrti (in. this case that of Grammar) has a 
stronger authority than any usage. 

It is conjointly by means of Grammar and ordinary usage that the 
true expressive word is ascertained ; and hence ordinary usage by itself 
is accepted as the means of knowing the expressiveness of words only so 
long as it is not found to be amenable to a certain grammatical rule. On 
the other hand, when the two are found to point in opposite directions, 
then we can have, as the Furvaj^ahsha^ nM the arguments urged under /Swtm 
I — iii — 8; and then, as the final Siddhanta, we will have the conclusions 
arrived at under Sutra I — iii— 9 ; which would prove the superior authority 
of the conclusion pointed out by Grammar ; as also of the person learned in 
Grammar : all this we have already shown above. 

Those who would seek to prove, by mere arguments, the fact of the 
words ‘ gdvl ’ and the like being incapable of expressing a meaning, would 
be contradicting a fact of ordinary experience j but tlie fact of these words 
being contrary to the (Grammatical) smrti is quite patent ; exactly like 
the non-Brahmanical character of one who is actually a Brahmana. That 
is to say, just as in the case of certain men, resembling one another in 
bodily form, ordinary perception can only afford a confused idea of their 
respective castes; and it is only by means of the remembrance of their 
parents that the castes can be rightly ascertained ; so also in the case in 
question, ordinary usage being found to point promiscuously to tlie expres- 
sive character of all sorts of words (correct and incorrect), it is only by 
means of the remembrance {smrti) of grammatical rules that we can 
rightly discriminate the correct word 5 and iu this there is no contradiction 
of ordinary experience. ' . . 

And just as one who, seeing a number of men resembling in bodily 
shape would declare all of them promiscuously to be of the same caste, 
would be making an assertion conferairy to the smrti ; so too, one who 
would declare all words in ordinary usages to be equally expi^essive, ’would 
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be contradicting the p;rammatical smrtL And, exactly like the differentia- 
tion of castes, the distinction of coirect and incorrect words, being at 
first established by the smrti^ subsequently comes to be a matter of ordinary 
perception, for all clevei* people. 

There are certain facts pointed out hy the smrti — such as the fact of a 
certain result proceeding from a certain action — the time of whose appear- 
ance is not fixed ; and hence not knowing when they could be actually 
realised, these cannot be said to be amenable to direct sense-perception ; 
and as such we cannot but base these upon the sole authority of the Scrip- 
tures (smrti). While in the case of words, though, in the first instance^ 
the discrimination is arrived at by the help of smrU, yet immediately 
afterwards, we find the previously ascertained correct word to be directly 
amenable to Sense-perception, specially for the person who is well-prac- 
tised in the art ; exactly as we find in the case of music, where though 
the discrimination of the various tones, &c., are 'ascertained by means of 
the definitions laid down in the musical smrtis, yet subsequently they come 
to be perceived directly hy the trained ear of the musician. And if to 
such a person, one were to say that all words are equally expressive (and 
correct) he would be making an assertion that would be set aside by a fact 
of Sense-perception, exactly as if cue were to assert that all men are of 
the same caste (or that all musical tones are alike). 

And, thus what is against all evidential authority is the assertion that 
even incoiTect words are truly expressive, and not the assertion that 
true expressiveness belongs only to those words that are authorised by the 
grammatical smrHs, 

And from this it follows that a knowledge of the con^ectness and in- 
correctness of words is also possible as the means of accomplisliing Dharma 
and Adharma, in acoorrdance with the Injunctions (of the use of correct 
words) and Prohibitions (of the use of incorrect words) that lay down 
certain transcendental results following from such uses. 

The Purvapaksha has urged that “ the correctness of words is not 
perceptible by the Senses (nor amenable to any other means of right no- 
■■tion).’’ ... ■ 

To this] we make the following reply ; (1) The correctness of words is 
actually perceptible hy the Senses ; (2) there is also a certain mark (that 
accomplishes the inference of their correctness ) ; (3) the correctness is also 
pointed out hy the scriptures ; and (4-6) we also find an unmixed use of 
correct words. 

(1) All the letters, (uHhat are not either half -uttered, or wrongly ut- 
tered, or distorted, (h) which are pronounced in due accordance with the 
restrictions of the length or shortne’ss of the vowel sounds, (c) and which are 
fowd to exist ih the p?o|^ Oirder of sequence, are all, like the various 
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accents, amenable to auditory perception, whiok also oomprebeTi is tliose 
expressive vrords that are in keeping with the grammatical smTtis \ and 
thus it cannot be denied that the correctness of words is perceptible by 
the'.Senses., . ; 

(2) Soon after the aforesaid auditory perception, we come across 
such specific distinguishing marks (of correct words) as the deletions, 
additions and alterations of the roots and affi.xes, in accordance with the 
rules laid down in the grammatical smTtis ; and these marks, together 
with the actual expressiveness of the words as used in ordinary parlance, 
lead to the inference of the correctness of such words. 

(3 ) The two kinds of scriptures— the Vedas and the SmTtis — are often 
found to serve the purpose of pointing ont the means of the accomplishment 
of certain results in connection with Heaven, the ordinary world, and sacri- 
fices, as also of showing the virtuous or the sinful character of actions; 
and as such the correctness of words can also be a subject dealt with by 
them ; because one who makes use of uncorrupt forms of words accom- 
plishes certain useful results, both indirectly in the performance of sacri- 
fices, and (directly) in leading the person to Heaven; and during 
the performance of a sacrifice, if one happens to pronounce an incorrect 
word, the performance becomes as faulty as if he had committed a sin 
in the shape of telling a lie ; as is declared elsewhere— one who knows 
the relationships of speech becomes tainted with sin by the utterance of 
incorrect words.’ These two subjects— sinfulness and virtuousness — are 
not amenable to any other means of right notion but the Verbal Autho- 
rity of the scriptures. 

Nor is it necessary to assume as many Injunctions and Prohibitinus as 
there are words, because all of them are included in the single Injunction 
and Prohibition— that ‘one who is desirous to accomplish the sacrifice and 
its result in the shape of Heaven should make use of only -the correct 
words, and avoid that of all incorrect ones.* 

Nor is there any such law as that the scriptures should always treat 
of Injunctions and Prohibitions only, and never of the existing state of 
things; because we meet with many such declarations as — “this self is 
imperisliable, ” &c., &c. — which describe the existing state of things (with- 
out any tinge of Injunction or Prohibition) ; and yet they are not found to 
be incapable of expressing the true state of things. Nor do they cease to 
be scriptures by the mere description of such things. But even if there be 
such a rule as that scriptures must consist only of Injunctions and Prohi- 
bitions, then too, we could have such an Injunction as that ‘ one should 
make use of such and such correct words, ’ or that — ‘ if one desiring to ob- 
tain the results mentioned in other scriptural passages should wish to 
make use of uncnrrupted forms of words, he should always employ such 
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and snct words, witli siieli and sucli Towels and consonants, neitlier more 
Bor less than what is absolutely correct and as it is possible to have such 
Injunctions and Prohibitions, the correctness of words can very well be re- 
garded as amenable to the verbal authority of the scriptures. 

(4) Even from the Analogy of such instances as the experienced man 
pronouncing the correct word ‘ Devadatta’ and the child pronouncing the 
same word as ‘ Tatta,’ we can deduce the fact that words can have both 
correct and incorrect forms. ‘ 'And so also on finding certain uncorrupt 
Yedic words to be in keeping with the rules of Grammar, we deduce from 
Analogy the correctness of similar uncorrupted forms of words that occur 
in ordinary parlance. 

(5) So too, the correctness of a word is cognisable, in the first instance, 
by means of the Apparent Inconsistency of the expressiveness of the 
word as found to be denoting a certain meaning in ordinary parlance ; and 
secondly, the correctness could also be ascertained by another Apparent In- 
consistency — namely that of the word being entirely free from all corrup- 
tions due to such causes as carelessness, idleness, a disorder in the orgaiis 
of speech and the like. 

(6) The corrupt forms of words are said to he correct, on the ground 
of their similarity with the correct words ; but we ascertain the negation 
of such correctness, from the mere absence (or Negation) of the condi- 
tions of correctness laid down in grammatical rules. 

Thus then, the correctness and the incorrectness of words being found 
to be amenable to all the six means of right notion, who would be bold 
enough to assert that none of them is applicable to the case ; and that as 
such there can he no means of ascertaining the correctness of words ? 

Though we find ignorant people making use of both correct and incor- 
rect forms of words, yet the learned would be always ready to discrimi- 
nate between tlie two, just as they always distinguish the Brahmana 
from the non-Brahmana. For just as those that are expert in the matter 
of jewelry, <&c., can easily differentiate the real gem from the pieces of glass 
and other things that may be mixed up with it, so would the learned dis- 
tinguish the correct from the incorrect forms of words. And just as for 
the testing of gems we have certain directions for knowing the real from 
the unreal ; so too, for the knowing of the correct from the incorrect word, 
we have the rules laid down in the works on Grammar. 

Even if the tradition of Grammar extended only from man to man, 
this could not be rejected as a mere case of one blind person following 
another blind person, because we perceive, in actual usage, the correctness 
pointed out by the Grammar ; and also because we find it dealing with the 
discrimination (of words) which cannot be got at by any other means. 
In the case of granimaticat study, the transcendental part of it is estab- 
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lislied by means and ProHbitions (of tliepse of correct 

and incorrect words) cdntained in the Veda. And as for the knowledge 
of the nncorrnpt forms of words, tlie using of which is said to accomplish 
the said transcendental result, it being immediate in its effects, can be 
very easily obtained by the help of the long-standing rules and regulations 
of Grammar, which are found to be in keeping with the usages of the Veda 
and all respectable people ; and as such the fact of Grammar having been 
propounded by human agency cannot affect its authority adversely. 

It has been argued above that “ the using of correct words being 
found to serve a visible purpose, such usage would come about always by 
its very nature ; and as such there can he no need of any Injunction with 
regard to it; as it is an admitted fact that an Injunction has its use only 
in laying down something not otherwise cognisable.’* 

But we shall reply to this under the sutra — The Injunction serves the pur- 
pose of restricting (the usage to the correct words only) (IV — ii — 24). 

Another argument brought forward in the Furvapahsha is that “ the 
corrupt forms of words being absolutely inexpressive, they could never he 
used ; and as such there being nothing to be set aside, the Injunction can- 
not be said to be a restrictive one (that is to say, if both correct-and incorrect 
words were capable of being used, then alone could there be a restric- 
tion of usage to the correct words alone ; but as a matter of fact the 
incorrect words are naturally incapable of being used).” 

And to this we make the following reply : Though generally it 
is true that, there can be no Restriction or Exclusion without something 
that could be set aside, yet why could not we have a Restrictive In- 
junction that would lay down something to be always adhered to, (and not 
as an alternative, which is the case in ordinary restriction) ? That is to say, 
when one has got to say something, it is just possible that though he may 
at times express himself in correct words, yet at times he might either 
make use of corruptions, or mere silent gestures of the eye ; and hence 
it is only right that we should have, an Injunction that would lay down the 
necessity of using the correct words, for those that wish well of themselves ; 
and hence by adhering to such usage a man would be creating an excellent 
Apurva (Potentiality) for himself. 

Even though it be absolutely necessary to have something to he set 
aside by a Restrictive Injunction, yet we can have, in the case in ques- 
tion, a setting aside of those words, that slightly resemble the correct 
words, and as such being found to denote the correct meaning indirectly 
through the correct words, come to be accepted on account of their long- 
continued currency, as really expressive; because the use of such words 
is not impossible. (That is to say, it is only the words having no re- 
semblance with any correct words thab have been said ^tb he totally 
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inexpressive 5 and lieiice it is tlie usage of tliese alone that; can be s^^id to 
be impossible ; blit in tbe c«se of such words ss ^ gnvi\ this word is ac- 
tually found to point, by similarity, to the word ^ gro,* and tbroueb this, to 
denote the cow; and a long-standing usage of such words is often found 
to lead to these slightly corrupt words to be accepted as really expressive ; 
and as it is likely that people might be making use of such words, 
the Injunction serves the purpose of laying down that one should always 
use the correct words, and not the said corrupt ones). 

Or, the incorrect words being nothing totally distinct (from the 
correct ones, of which alone they are the corrupted forms) , the possibility 
of tbe en»ployment of these cannot be of the same ^alternative) kitid as 
that of various materials, &c,, in the performance of a single action ; and as 
su(*h, wo'ds cannot be the fit objects for being set aside by the said Restric- 
tive Injiinctioit. But the real fact is that while the person is actually 
thinkinur <>f using the correct word, he may, through carelessness, come to 
corrupt it n'n pronouncing it vvrongly) ; a.nd what the said Injunction does 
is to lay d«»w»i that one should never distort or corrupt tlie words he uses. 
And there are n»a»»y examples of such Restrictive Injunctions ; for instance, 
the passage, — ‘tliat cake which is burnt becomes fit for the Rakshasa,'— 
which in deprecating the burnt cake, points to the Injunction that one should 
so cook the cake as not to overburii it. So too, we have a deprecation of the 
use of incorrect words in the sentence— ‘ a word used incorrectly either 
as to accent kills the person and we have a prohibition of such use 
in the sentence — ‘ The Brahmana should not behave like a Mleccha in utter- 
ing incorrect words, because an incorrect word is a Mleccha ’ (where the word 
‘ JfZecc/ia’ indicating a confused sound or speech serves to point to the 
fact of an incorrect word being a corruption due to carelessness, and as 
such incapable of rightly fnl filling the duty of the word in the shape of 
expressing the meaning) ; and both these (deprecation and prohibition) go 
to show that the Injunction-— ‘ hence it is a duly purified speech that 
goes forth,"— serves to limit all rightful usage to the uncorrupted forms 
of words. 

An objection is here raised; “ Such discrepancies in the (pronunciation, 
“ of words) as are due to an inherent incapacity in the speaker, or to 
“ carelessness (inevitable under certain circumstances) can never be 
‘‘ avoided ; and as such these can never be rightly made the objects of 
“ prohibition/" 

To this we make the following reply ; The sense of the prohibition, 
is that one should not be careless in the use of words, and tliat he 
should try ^ his best to obtain mastery over them ; otherwise no regard 
could be shown to that prohibition. And again, if there were no 
such prohibition of carelessness, the persons, desirous of uttering words 
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iti forms tliat would be easy of pronujiciation, would purposely distori 
the real forms of words, even though they were quite capable of pronoun^ 
cing the correct word (though not with the same ease), And if a certain 
person incapable of pronouncing the real form would pronounce the 
corrupt one, other people, though knowing it to be the corrupt form, would 
yet, in flattering imitation of the fprmer person, persist in pronouncing it 
in the same form; if such pronnnciatipn were not distinctly forbidden. 
And it often happens that when conversing with persons, knowing only 
the corrupt form of a language, and qaite incapable of using the correct one, 
even capable persons make use of the same corrupt forms. And thus 
there being mauy causes leading to the use of corrupt forms of words, it is 
only right that we should have a Restrictive Injunction that should make 
us avoid such corrupt usage (and take to the correct one). 

Another argument of the F^rvapalpsha is that, “inasmuch as we 
find words fulfilling the visible purpose of the denoting of a certain mean* 
ing, Grammar cannot be held to be a scripture dealing with such usages 
as would lead to a transcendental result.*’ 

And to this we make the following reply ; Even though there is a 
visible result, yet we hold a transcendental result to follow from tlie 
Restriction ; and this transcendental result belongs either to the sacrifice 
or to the Agent, according as it happens to be in conjunction with, or 
disjoined from, one or the other (vide Sutra lY — iii— r5). It is only such 
conjunction and disjunction that make the same (result) to be both ; and 
this, in the present instance, is ascertained in the following manner : the 
result that is mentioned in a sacrificial cpntext is accepted as belonging 
to the sacrifice ; while that which is described apart from any sacrifices, is 
held to belong to the Agent. (That is to say, in the case in question, as the 
prohibition that ‘the Brahmana should not utter au incorrect word ’is 
found in a context that treats of the performance of a sacrifice, it points to 
the fact of the utterance of an ineqrroct spoiling the sacrifice ; and 
thence it follows that the Restrictive Injunction that ‘ one should use only 
correct words ’ has its chief bearing upon the performance of sacnfices ; while 
the passage that speaks of thehorreot use pf a single word fulfilling all one’s 
desires both here and hereafter is not found in connection with any sacri- 
fices ; and hence it follows from this that the use of correct words leads the 
Agent to heaven; and this makes the said Injunction refer to the personal 
Agent.) And again in the case of a passage whosp main result belongs to 
the sacrifice, if there he a mention of certain results accruing to the Agent, 
whoAs something other than the sacrifice, -r-this very fact imparts to such 
mention the character of an J.H7iat;^da,(yide Sutm IY-— iii— 1); whereas in 
the case of a passage describing certain results as belonging to the Agent 
(when the passage is not found in couueetiion with any sacrifice) the result^ 
40 
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being described as sucb, cannot bttt be accepted as really following from 
tte action in question tbe using of correct words)— as Las been beH bj 
tLe revered Atreya (vide Butra IV— iii-“lB)* That is to say, tbe A^urva 
bearing npon tbe sacrifice, not having the means of its aecomplisbment 
fully known, is capable of containing within itself all the transcendental 
results in connection with it; and as such it withdraws witldn itself tbe 
Apiirva following from the Restriction (of usage to correct words), and 
then relegates tbe mention of the accruing of certain results to the hunsan 
Agent to the realms o! Arthmada. Whereas in tbe case of the Restriction 
being for. the sake of the Agent, it becomes absolutely necessary to assume a 
purpose for such Restriction ; and as for tbe comprehension of meaning, this 
is often found to be obtained even by means of tbe corruptions of w.orcis 
as also through certain silent gestures ; and hence tbe Restriction by itself, 
having all its wants fulfilled as shown above, is not capable of setting up tlie 
Apurva or transcendental result ; and as such it becomes absolutely neces- 
sary to accept as tbe true result (of following tbe Restriction), tbe attain- 
ment of all desirable things both here and in heaven^ which is mentioned in th® 
con’csponding passage. 

Another question put by the is— Where does ibis 

transcendental result of the Restriction reside ? And to this we make 
the following reply i That result which has its end in the sacrifice itself 
resides in the subsidiaries that go to mate up the sacrifice, while that 
which is not mentioned with reference to any subsidiary character, resides 
in the person that performs the sacrifice. That is to say, in accordance 
with the reasonings brought forward m Butra III— iv — J5, tbe transcen- 
dental result following from the restriction of all usage to correct words 
tends to impart} a certain purity to the sacrificer, who (as the agent) is 
the means of accomplishing the transcendental result indicated by the woz*d 
‘ Brahmana ' (in the injunction, * the Brdikmana should not use incorrect 
words ^) which appears in the context of the Jyotishtoma sacrifice ; and then 
in accordance with the conclusion arrived at under Butra III — viii— the 
Apnrva (or transcendental result) comes to be recognised as residing in 
the Person, in order to render him fit for acquiring the main result (of 
the sacrifice). And in the case of the passage (‘one word correctly pro- 
nounced, &o. ’*) which refers to the Person only, the result following from 
such correct use, is held to reside in the person knowing and using the 
correct word, exactly as the result of the main sacrifice is found to reside in 
the Person; because the mention of ‘correct speaking * and ‘correct 
knowing’ directly point to such a speaJcer and hnower, who is also ui'.iver- 
sally recognised as the main receptacle of the results following from these 
nctiouB {oi speaking a,nd kno'Wing) * 

Though in the passage—* Ro incorrect words should be used hg the Brah- 
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mana ’—-tlie Imtr amenta! ending in the word ^ hmhmanma,* ‘ by the Brah- 
mana/ indicates the secondary chai^acter of the speaker (and as such he may 
not be accepted as the receptacle of the main result), yet, inasmuch as it is 
the speaker that is affected by the pariffcation (due to the correct use oi 
words), the primary position may be assigned to him; exactly as in the 
case of the * Remhaut of the Fmyaja butter, * That is to say, in the case 
of the passage ‘ Mixes the sacrificial material with the remnant of the 
FTayaja/ though the word ‘ remnant ' has the Instrumental ending, yet 
inasmuch as it has to serve a useful purpose, it is accepted to he the chief 
object of the purification; exactly the same is the case with the word 
^ Brahmana ’ in the passage in question. 

.Or it may be that, the Instrumental ending in the word ‘ by the Brah-^ 
mana’ points to the ‘ performer of the sacrifice * ; and his primary 
character is got at from without, through the mention of the word * Mmu- 
dhuk ’ {■ohiaining of all desirable which appears in another passage). 

And the Instrumental ending in ‘ Brahmane^ia * may not be taken as 
referring to the ‘ person using the incorrect word * ; and the construction of 
the passage may be thus explained : * No incorrect words should be used by 
tJie Brahmana who is performing the sacrifice, * And it is a well-known fact 
that that which has a secondary position in the sacrifice, attains the pri- 
mary position, in reference to the purification (as following from the sacri'- 
fice) ; and in the case in question the using of correct words does not 
affect the sacrifice indirectly through an Apurva^ hut directly by impart- 
ing a certain purity to the Person performing the sacrifice. And the fact 
of the sacrifice being thus affected is indicated by the context, as also by 
the Instrumental ending (in the word ‘ Brahmanena ’) ; and it is this 
very fact that enables us to accept the purification, &q., as subsidiary (to 
the Person, who thus comes to he recognised to have the primary position). 

Even when the said Restrictive Injunction refers to a Person^ apart 
from any sacrifices, the word ‘ hamadhuh ' expressing the fulfilment of the 
desirable and useful purpose of Man, — it distinctly indicates the primary 
position of the Person. 

Though, as a matter of fact, the utterance of a coiTect word is not for 
the sake of the speaker or the sacrificer (but for that of one to whom it is 
addressed), — yet it is the Restriction and Prohibition referring to such use 
that can be accepted as being for the sake of the speaker and the sacrifice. 
Eor certainly, it is not necessary that the Restriction and Prohibition in 
connection with a certain action must be for the sake of the same person, 
for whose sake the action itself is performed. For instance, though such 
actions as ‘ intercourse with women ’ and ^ eating of meat ^ are found to be 
performed for the sake of the person, yet the prohibition of these acts 
is accepted, through the peculiarities of the context, as referring to the 


816 


TANTRA-ViRTIKA, ADt. I—PADA Itl— ADHI 9. 


sacrifice. And again, tlmugli the sacrificial post made of the hhadira wood 
is apparently foiind to serve a usefnl purpose in the performance of the 
sacrifice, yet from the pecnliarity of the passage limiting the material of 
the jpoBt to the one |>ar tic alar kind of wood, we come to recognise it as 
imparting strength tb the person (performing the sacrifice.) And so also 
through the ‘ feeding of the guest,’ when the action of ‘ eating ’ belongs to the 
guest, the peculiar transcendental result following from it is found to 
accrue to the person feeding him. In the same manner, even though the 
word is uttered for the sake of another person, yet the Restriction and 
Prohibition pertaining to it, when seeking for a receptacle of their result^ 
distinctly point to the person speaking, as he is found to be in closest touch 
(with the word.) 


Thus then, the fact bf the Science of Grammar being based upon the 
Veda having been fully established, it is extremely unfair to deny the 
fact of its being a scripture dealing with the usage of words. 

The character of Scripture has been denied to the Science of Grammar, 
on the ground of its having been propounded by human authors ; but tliis 
is as much against a universally acknowledged fact as to assert that the 
* Moon is not the moon. ’ That is to say, if the word ‘ Castra * (Scripture) 
is to bb taken in its ordinary conventional signification, then it must in- 
clude all the fourteen sciences ’ 5 and as Grammar is included among these» 
the character of ‘ Castra ’ cannot be rightly denied to it. If, however, the 
word ^ Cmtra^ be taken in its literal sense— which teaches — , them 
as we actually find Grammar teaching us the correct forms of words, or the 
Roots and Affixes as making up these words^ and also teaching the students 
all these words, <feo., the application of the word ‘ Qastra^ to it cannot in 
any case be doubted. 

Thus then, the fact of Grammar being a ^dLstra being universally 
acknowledged, if one were to deny it on the strength of certain arguments, 
he could as reasonably seek to deny the name to the Veda also, on the 
ground of its being eternal, and thus similar to the Akaga (which is not a 
Castra) ! That is to say, you seek to deny the character of Gd^stra to 
Grammar, simply on the ground of its being similar to certain other works 
of human authors (Drama and the like which are not Castras) ; and then, 
on the ground of the Veda resembling, in its eternality, such things as 
Ahdga, Time, Place, Self and Atom (none of which are Qastm)^ you could 
deny the character of Ccistra tb the Veda also ! And certainly, if one 
who had learnt the refined language of the city were to address harsh 
words to his parents in the country, who could check him ? For when a 
child is^found to misbehave towards others, his parents check him ^ but 
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who coaid check the child who would be insuUing to his own parents ? 
In the same manner, one who is found to he making incoherent assertions 
with regard to subjects apart from the Veda, is checked by the Veda 
itself ; but when he proceeds to deprive the Veda itself of one of its essential 
parts (the Grammar), by what could he be checked ? And when a person 
becoming angry with another cut^ off his limbs, one whose limbs are 
thus cut off lives only for a very short time. Hence it is only when one 
wishes to destroy the Veda, that he begins by striking at its parts (the 
subsidiary sciences) ; and then continuing in the same path, he cuts off the 
main source itself. 

But as a matter of fact we have found that the authoritative character 
of the Veda and the Bmrtis has been firmly established by means of vari- 
ous reasonings (detailed above), — bow then could any one dare to deny the 
authority and the scriptural character of the subsidiary sciences (parts of 
the Veda) P 


It has been urged by the FilrvajpaJcsIia that ** all the SmrHs are found 
to resemble one another ; while that of Grammar is entirely different from 
all of them ; and as such Grammar cannot be accepted to be one of the 
SmftisJ* 

And to this we make the following reply : We find a great resemblance 
among the JDJiarmasiitras^ because all of them treat of the duties of the 
various castes and conditions of life ; and as such there cannot be any very 
great dissimilarity among them j while the subject of Grammar is entirely 
different, treating as it does of the rules and regulations that go to prove 
the correctness of a word ; and as such a work on Grammar could have 
resemblance with other works on Grammar itself j and not with the Bharma^ 
suttas. And as for the character of BrnrH, it belongs equally to the 
Bharmasutras and the ‘ subsidiary sciences * of the Veda (among which 
Grammar is one.) 

Even though the ‘ subsidiary sciences * were not called ‘ Smrtis* yet we 
could not deny the fact of their being so many scriptures and having a 
decidedly authoritative character ; because Manu has declared an equal 
authority to belong to the following : “ the Pnyanas, the Science of Duty as 
laid down by Manu, the Veda with all its Subsidiaries, and the Science 
of Medicine.” 

In regard to Smrtist we have shown above, under Sutra I — ^iii — 2, that 
they must he admitted to be authoritative, because their authors are the 
very same persons who are found to perform the sacrifices laid down in 
the Veda ; and this reasoning is equally applicable to the Subsidiary Sciences 
of the Veda. And we have just shown above, that as bringing about 
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•visible as well as transcendental results^ tlie autliorifcy of tile Subsidiary 
Sciences of the Veda is cognisable by all the six means of right notion ; 
and as such their authority can never be denied. 

When one of the Subsidiary Soiences has been found to be based upon 
the Veda, then it may come to be accepted as forming a sound basis for 
other works of human autliors. And in regard to that work of the human 
author of which a basis is not found, if it be asserted that it has no basis 
at all, such an assertion would be as acceptable as the description of a 
colour by one who is born blind. While in the case in question we find 
that the work has its basis upon a Smrti that is based upon the Veda ; and 
as such it has a decided authority, though removed by one degree. 

Another objection in the Purvapaksha is that, inasmuch as we find 
many contradictions among the Sutras (of Panini), the Fdr/iftu (of Katya- 
yana) and the Bhashya (of Patanjali), we cannot accept the authority of 
Grammar.’* 

And to this we make the following reply: The presence of contra- 
dictions cannot be accepted as shaking the authority of the Smrtis, inas- 
much as we find many contradictions in the Vedas themselves. In fact 
if the Smrtis^ that are based upon contradictory passages of the Veda, were 
to be without any contradictions, then alone would they be untrustworthy ; 
as in that case they would not be in keeping with the character of their 
basic texts. Because it is only when the character of the /S is in exact 
keeping with that of its basic Vedic text, and not otherwise, that it can 
be accepted as authoritative. And hence the presence of contradictions in 
the Swftis cannot be held to affect their authority; specially as when- 
ever there are two contradictory texts, they can both be accepted as option- 
al alternatives ; and none of them can be said to be absolutely false 
lor unauthoritative). But as a matter of fact there is no contradiction 
among the Smrtis on the subject of Dharma (that is to say, all of them 
agree on the point of the use of correct words accomplishing a Dharma) ; 
and as all the contradictions that we perceive is in the matter of details, 
the pi’esence of these cannot be considered a fault, as they treat of entirely 
different subjects. 

As for the attacks upon the Sutras, as with reference to there being 
useless repetitions, that are made by the Yartika, &c., these cannot be 
urged as shaking the authority of the Sutras ; because such attacks are 
always followed by explanations in defence of the Sutra, the authority 
of which thus becomes doubly strengthened. And as for these attacks 
themselves, they cannot be accepted as contrary authorities, because they 
have no basis in the Veda, and as such cannot be accepted as affecting the 
authority of the SUtras which are based upon the Veda. And as for the 
additions and alterations (proposed in the Yartika and the Bhashya) these 
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afe all based tipoii ofclier grammatical SmrHs; and certainly tbe addition 
of more matter does not sliake the authority of the briefer work. For in- 
stance, tbongh the statement of the duties of the Adhvaryu priest is very 
biief in the Sanhita, and that in the 0arail5;a Sanhita is much 

more detailed, yet this fact does not shake the authority of the former 
brief statement. Hence the presence of such additions cannot he taken 
.as faulty. 

As for the reproach that the author of the grammatical S'Utras has 
not mentioned the purpose or motive of his work;— such an omission 
does not merit a reproach ; because the purpose of grammar is fully known 
from all Vedas and Smrtisi and at the close of the grammatical work 
itself, its purpose becomes self-evident, " And again, it is a fact univer- 
sally known that the telling of truth leads one to Heaven, and helps to 
accomplish the sacrifices. And we all know that * truth ’ is of two kinds — 
the truth of matter, and the truth of words. Aud just as the assertion 
of a true state of things brings futur© happiness to the person, so also 
does the utterance of the true word ; and conversely, just as the perver- 
sion of the true state of things is sinful, so also is the perversion of the 
true word. And we have already shown that a knowledge of the true 
(or correct) word is obtained from a careful study of grammar (which is 
thus found to be indirectly serving the purposes of leading the man to 
Heaven and accomplishing the various sacrifices). And thus, the author 
of the did not mention the purpose of his work, simply because it 

w;aa found to be too well-known to need such mention — this purpose 
being the explanation of all words. Nor is there any difference of opinion 
on the point of the purpose of Grammar. And as to whether this pur- 
pose is rightful or not (upon which there is a diversity of opinion), it 
is a different matter altogether. 

The author of the Vdrtika has, however, distinctly pointed out the use 
of Grammar to lie in the laying down of certain restrictions, which help 
in the fulfilling of Bharma ; and of such restrictions, one is based direct- 
ly upon the Veda itself, while the other is baaed upon Grammar, That 
is to say, Grammar serves the purpose of laying down two restrictions — (1) 
that one should use only the correct forms of words — the knowledge and 
the using of such words leading the person to Heaven and helping to 
accomplish the sacrifices; and this is known from the Teda itself ; and as 
such, not depending upon any other authority, this restriction must he 
accepted as laid down by the Veda itself; (2) that such and such words 
are correct — ^which is pointed out by Grammar alone ; as without Grammar, 
the correct words could not be rightly distinguished from the incoiTect ones. 
Thus then, we find that the methods of Grammar, being a part of the 
Vedic D karma that consists of the use of the duly discriminated correct 
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forms of words, serves the purpose of pointing out snch correct forms as 
are riglitl j expressive. 

Katyayana has said — ‘ If tlie knowledge of the correct word be said to 
constitute ^Vharniat then, as such knowledge would also indirectly involve 
that of the incorrect word, it would be mixed with an Adharma ’ ; and 
having thus pointed out the chance of Adharma in this theory, he comes 
to the conclusion that it is the actual using of the correct forms of words, 
in accordance with grammatical rules, that constitutes Dharma, and brings 
h,appiness to the agent. And though the Mahdhhdshya has again resumed 
the former rejected theory, in the sentence — ‘ Or the knowledge of the 
correct- word may be said to constitute Dharma,’ yet this has been added 
only with .a view to show that; the argument urged against this theory is 
not quite irrefutable; and hence this resump tiou is not with a view to cast- 
ing any aspersion upon the VartiJpay but simply as a gratuitous prolonging 
of the discussion. 

As a matter of fact, however, the mention of the result as following 
from a knowledge of tlie correct word cannot he accepted as literally 
correct, hut only as an Arfhavdda, which latter character is distinctly point- 
ed out by the fact of the knowledge being auxiliary to something else, as 
is shown by the fact of this something else becoming absolutely useless 
(if the said auxiliary be accepted as actually accomplishing the men- 
tioned result). As for instauce., in the case of the passage — “ One who per- 
forms the AgvamBdha, and one who knows it becomes freed from the sin 
of Brahmana — slaughter,” — if the mere knowledge of the sacrifice were to 
aciually accomplish the said result, who would be foolish enough to under- 
take the performance of the expensive and troublesome sacrifice itself P 
and as such the Injunction of the sacritice would become absolutely 
useless. In the same manner, if the mere knowledge of the correct woi'd 
were to accomplish the Dharma, who would ever undertake the trouble of 
pronouncing the word, and thereby tiring out bis organs of speech ? 
Hence we conclude that, as in the case of the Agvamedlia sacrifice, so in 
that of words also, it is the use (of the correct word duly discriminated) 
that constitutes Dharma (and not the mere knowledge of it). And the Maha^ 
hhdshya speaks of the knowledge as constituting Dharma, in accoi'dauce 
with the rule of speaking of the cause (knowledge) as the effect (the use 
following from such knowledge) — just as the rice that is offered in the 
sacrifice that brings rain is spoken of as the ‘rain,’ itself ; and this declara- 
tion of the Bhdshya has been made with a view to show that the arguments 
(in the VUrtiha) based upon the mixture of Adharrna are not quite irre- 
futable; and it is not added .with , a view to show that the result really 
follows from the knowledge itself. Specially as according to the conclu- 
sions arrived at under the Sutra JY— iii — 1, the knowledge of the word 
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iiaviTi^ its sole end in purifying tlie word nsed by the man, it cannot have 
anytliiiig to do with any other result. In all oases knowledge is always 
fonnd to be a means of purifying, and ns snoli anxiliary to something 
else ; with the sole exception of t)te knowledge of Self. 

^ Self; both by Conjunction and Disjunction 
it is found to help the sacrifice ns well as the Person ; because ufdess one 
knows his self (to be something otber than the body that perishes) he 
would never undertake the sacrifices whose results are said to accrue to the 
man in another birth. And then again, such passages as — ‘‘the Self free 
from all evil... is to be sought after, “ one should worship the Self 

—lay down the knowledge of Self as accomplished by a process accom- 
panied by due refieGtion, &c ; and then from such knowledge, we find 
that there accrues to the agents both kinds of result — Happiness as well 
as final Deliverance, as is shown by the following passages : — “He obtains 
all worlds and all desires, passes beyond all sorrow, &c„ &g ./* — which 
speaks of all the eight perfections of Yoga, acorning to the person know- 
ing the self; and the passage— “ passing his life thus he, after death, 
reaches the regions of Brahma, and from there he never returns ’* — which 
poitits to the attainment of the Supreme Self (Final Deliverance) also as 
following from a due knowledge of the Self. And inasmuch as these 
passages do not occur iti connection with any sacrifices, while they are 
directly related to tlie Self, the results mentioned in these cannot be said 
to be mere Arilmvail'j^s ; as they are not like the passages mentioning 
certain results as following from the making of the sacrificial post of the 
wood, and so forth, which are found along with passages dealing 
with certain sacrifices (and being anxiliaiylo the sacrifices, the making of the 
fost^ <fec., cannot be accepted as having independent results of their own). 

Hor can it be rightly urged that, because tbe^ Self is laid down as the 
object of knowletlge, it cannot have any connection wit h actions. Because 
the duties, necessary as well as occasional, relating to the various castes and 
conditions of life, have got to be performed, for the double purpose of 
destroying the evil effects of former sins, and the removal of all chance of 
the appearance of the sin that wouklfollow from the non-performance of 
the necessary duties. And inasmuch as these duties on the one hand, 
and the knowledge of Self on the other, have distinct puipose.s to 
fulfil, and proceed on two entii‘ely different lines, they cannot be said 
either to reject each otiier, or to be accepted as optional alternatives, or to 
form parts of one another. Tlie knowledge of words, on the other hand, 
is always auxiliary to its usage, and always pi’ecedes it; and as sucli it 
cannot have any result apart from that which follows from such usage; 
and hence we conclude tliat the said results follow only from the using of 
the properly discriminated correct forms of words. 

41 
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Another objection urged in the Purvapahslia is that, “ the correct use 
of words following upon a knowledge of Grammar having a heginriing in 
time, the mention of any results following from it, can never form the 
object of an eternal (Vedio) Injanction. But the continaitj of Grammar 
is as eternal as that of the makitjg of the sacrificial post, &c., (and though, 
as in the case of the post, the individual use of a correct word may 
have a beginning in time, yet such usage has ever contioned from time 
immemorinl); and as such the objection does not affect the question. And 
the eternality of Grammar is also pointed out by the Vedic passage — “ the 
speech grammatically purified is nsed.’^ Nor can it be urged that the 
‘purification* here spoken of is that accomplished by a long-established 
.usage. Because in that case the addition of the word ‘ used * would be a 
useless repetition. We find Manu also declainng, while enumerating the 
holiest of Brahinanas : “ One who grammatically explains a sentence, and 
he who investigates the nature of sacrifices, and this distinctly 

shows that “ he who explains grammatically ’* is something different from 
the person who has studied the Veda and also from one who investigates 
the nature of sacrifices ; and as such the said passage cannot but be taken 
as pointing to a knowledge of Grammar (as an independent condition of 
holiness) ; and this distinctly shows that Grammar is eternal. 


PJnd of the VyUkaranQdMkarana. 



ADHIKAEANA (10) 

[(A) Treating of the fact of the words tmd and ohjecis described in the Veda 
being the same as those in ordinary ^parlance — as part of (B) the exposi- 
Uon of the fact of the denotation of a word consisting in Glass or Form], 

(A) 

Siitrci (30). On account of non-diflferentiation there is same- 
ness of the object ; as otherwise there would be no Injunction 
of performance. 

From among the four kinds of words — Honns, Verbs, Prefixes and 
Nipoiias ^ — we take the case of the Kouns ; and from among Nouns, signi- 
fying tbe Class, Property, Action, Sabstatice, Names and Pronouns, we take 
into consideration only those that denote the Glass ; and from these again, 
we single oufc the word ^ Cow’ as a typical instance. And with regard 
to this we proceed to consider whether the word denotes the Glass or the 
Individual* 

But leaving this point aside for a time, to he taken up Inter, wo- 
proceed, with a view to ascertain the character of the means (word) and 
consequences (signification of Vedic Injunctions), to consider the ques- 
tion as to whether the words used in the Veda, and the meanings signified 
by them, are the satne as those in ordinary parlance, or different? : . 

An objection is here raised : “ What would be the use of proving that’ 
the words used in the Veda are the same as those in ordinary parlance, 
that this should be taken up first of all ? ” 

To this we make the following reply : The use of this discussion 
will be found to appertain to the Vedic words ; while the means of such 
discussion and ascertainment is found in the ordinary parlance of the people 
of the present clay ; and as such it becomes necessary to prove the two to 
be the same. That is to say, if the words used in the Veda and the sense 
in which they are there used, be the same as those in ordinary parlance^ 
then alone could it be possible for ns to ascertain whether any particular 
object is denotable by a certain Vedie word or not; and tbiscanbe done only 
by conducting the discussion — as to a word signifying the Class or the' - 
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Individual —in accordance wibli the various usages carrent among the 
experieiiced men of. the present day. While any ascertainment, as to whether 
a word really denotes the Class or the Individual, would not serve any 
useful purpose in onlinary parlance. Because in ortUimry parlance, a 
word being used with reference to various intermixed signiiications, brings 
about the idea of only some of these significations; and thus the 
purpose of the speaker having been duly fulfilled even by the signification 
that only forms a part of the undifferentiated denotation of the word, — - 
and thereby the purpose for which the word was used having been falfilled 
either by the Class or by the Individual,— what would be the use of discrimi- 
nating (as to whether the word really denotes the Class or the Indi- 
vidual) ? 

It may however he argued that — “ as in the case of the Veda, so in 
ordinary parlance also, such discrimination would serve tlie purpose of 
rejecting or accepting the generic or the specific denotation of a word/* 
Bub as a matter of fact, we find, in ordinary parlance, that (in the case of 
such assertions as ‘give the curd to the Brahmanas, but the takra to Kaun- 
dinya^) the giving of the curd, (as tlie generic alteinalive) or of the 
takra (as the exception) is pointed out by the exigencies of the circum- 
shinces ; and this obviates all necessity of considering as to whether a cer- 
tain word is to be taken in its direct denotation or indirect indication. And 
thus we find that any such enquiry is absolutely useless witli regard to 
ordinary parlance; but it would serve a distinctly useful purpose with 
regard to the Veda, where we have no other means of ascertaining the 
meanings of words (as in this case we have no usage of the Elders to 
guide us). 

Thus then, if the words used in the Veda were different from those in 
ox’dinary parlance, then we should never Iiave any occasion to consider 
the question as to the word denoting the Glass or the Individual, for the 
sake of ascertaining what is expressed and what is not expres.sed (by a 
word in the Veda). Whereas if they be identical, then the significations 
of words, acertained by means of the words used in ordinary pariaTme, 
would serve a distinctly useful purpose in the Veda, even though it could be 
of no use in ordinaiy parlance itself* 

Thus then, we find that it is only when the words used in the Veda are 
the same as those in ordinary parlance, tiiat Ihei'e can be an occasion for 
the Ahrlyadhiharana (the discussion as to the Glass being the denotation 
of a word) ; whereas there could be no occasion for it if the two classes 
of words were entirely different. 

And hence we now pi’oceed to lay down the arguments in favour of 
the theory that the words used in the Veda are different from those in 
ordinary parlance — ^whioh constitates the 


X tBDIG WOB0S THB SAMB AS OEDINABt WOEDS.; ;, 825 

■ Ft^ETAFAKSHA— OF (A)',',. 

^^As a matter of fact, we find tliat tliat tlaere are many differences 
**l>etweeti tli© Veda and ordinary parlance; for instance, (1) in the Veda 
“ we have certain restrictions of accentuation, while there is none in ordi- 
“iiary parlance ; ( 2) the deletions, additions and modifications of the roots 
“ and ajfixes as found in the Veda are entirely different from those in ordi- 
“ nary language ; (o) with regard to the Veda, the time for its study is 
“ limited, while there is no such limitation with regard to ordinary parlance ; 

“ (4) tlie Veda is to be explained only to one who has been duly initiated, 

“ while there is no vsuch restriction with regard to the teaching of ordinaiy 
“ language; (5) the Veda is taught to the three higher castes only, while 
“ ordinary language is common to all the four castes ; (6) the study of the 
Veda brings about certain (transcendental) results, while that of ordinni'y 
“language does not ; (7) the Veda can be learnt from a traditional line of 
“ Teachers duly propitiated by proper attendance and service, while ordinary 
“language may be learnt in anyway one pleases. And for these reasons 
“ we conclude that just as the sentences of the Veda, atid the matter des- 
“ cribed by them, are totally different from those in ordinary parlance, so 
“also are the words used in the Veda, and the objects denoted by them, 
“ totally different from those in ordinary parlance. And then, inasmuch 
“ as it is only the ordinary language that is found to be of use in daily 
“ life, while tiiafc of the Veda is absolutely useless, we cannot admit JDAama 
“ to be that which is 'pointed, out by the Veda, 

“ That is to say, the word in the Veda is held to be different from that 
“ in oi’dinary parlance, because the latter is not affected by the peculiainties 
“ of accentuation ; and because the Vedio word can be studied only in 
“ certain specified days, while that of ordinary language can be studied 
“ whenever one likes ; and also because we actually find certain words — 
“ as ‘ Agni, * in the sentence ‘ Agnirvji'ttrUni janghanat ’ — having a 

“ formation and a meaning entirely different from that in ordinary par- 
lance; and the Vedic passage — Hhe cows of the gods walk on their 
“ back * — is to be explained in the same way as the passage — ‘the cake that is 
“ burnt becomes fit for Rakshasas. * [That is to say, in the passage ‘ tUtand 
^^vai dBvagavd vakanti, ’ the word ‘ guvd * alone can never form the subject 
“ of the proposition ; as for the * devagavah ’ ‘ cows of the gods^^ the.se are as 
“ impo.ssible as the walking upon one^s hack ; and as for explaining some« 
“ how or other the possibility of such cows of the gods^ it is as exjdicable 
“ as the fact of their walking on their backs; hence as the fact of being 
“ mentioned in the beginning of the sentence points to the ‘ moving on 
“ backs ’ as being the subject of the proposition, the fact predicated of such 
“ walking must be the ‘ denotation of the word go *; and this construction 
“ of the sentence rejects that which makes ‘ the cows of the gods ^ the 
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“ subject, and ‘ walking on tbe backs* tbe predicate, wMcb would be the re- 
‘^lationsbip as expressed by sucb a sentence in ordinary parlance]. And all 
** Vedic words being different (f rom those in ordinary usage), the meaning of 
no Vedic words could he ascertained by tlie help of other words preoeding 
“ and following it [i.e., if only a few of the Vedic words were different 
“ from those in ordinary usage, then the meaning of these latter being fully 
‘‘ known, these could help us to ascertain the meaning of the Vedic words 
‘‘occurring among them • and thus the meaning of Vedic words being 
** ascertainable by means of the Veda itself, even if they were totally 
“different from the words in ordinary usage, we could have an oppor- 
“ tunity for considering whether these words denote the Glass or the Indi- 
“ vidual. Bufc as a matter of fact all Vedic words are different from those 
“ in ordinary usage ; and hence it is not possible.] 

“ Thus then, inasmuch as we find that the words of the Veda diff er 
“from those of ordinary parlance, on the point of — (1) the former being 
“ capable of being studied in a certain definite method specially laid down, 
“ and the latter having no such method specified for it, and (2) the former 
“ having its words and sentences irrevocably fixed, while the latter are ever 
“changeable, and (B) and the names and forms of the one being entirely 
“ different from those of the other,— we conclude that all the words used in 
“the Veda, and the objects denoted by them, are entirely different from 
those in ordinary parlance.” 

On this, we have the following 

; SIDDHINTA (A). 

We cannot but admit the two classes of words to be identical ; because 
otherwise, there could be no Injunction of the performance of any action. 
And if it be urged that “ such Injunction being a result in itself, any iion- 
accomplislimenfc of this would not matter much,”— we reply, that we shall 
prove its impossibility on the ground of ‘ non-differentiation.’ Iliat is to 
say, if there be a difference, the words in the V'eda would be entirely sti'ange 
to an ordinary person ; atid as such any Vedic sentence would be absolutely 
meaningless to him; and there would be a complete absence of all such 
Injunctions as tend to prompt people to the performance of cerbvin actions. 

Or, the reasoning expressed in the clause ‘ ■prayogacodanahhamt ^ (in 
the sMra) may he explained as that it is only when the two classes of 
words are identical, that there can be^ any Injunctions of the performance 
of actions. The sutra speaks of the identity of the objects expressed 
Carthaikatm') (though that of words is also meant), because the object 
is the., more important factor of the two ; or the word ‘ artha * may be taken 
in the sense of / thing / and this would apply to the word as well as to the 
object spoken of. Thatis-to^ say^ though the identity meant to be expressed 


827 


\ TSDIO WOEBS THl SiMB AS OEDINdET WOBDS. 

is botli of tHe words and tlae objects spoken of, yet the sutm men- 
tions the word * artha ’ alone ; because this would naturally imjdj that 
of the ^ word ^ also ; or the word ‘ nrtlia ’ may be taken as signifying 
Hhings^ in general; and this would include both the words and tlie 
jects spoken of. 

Witli a view to the fact tliat the arguments expressed in the clause 
praijogacodambhaval} ^ — in whichever of the two ways it may be explained 
— would serve our purpose only when we would be having a discnssion 
with an opponent who also believes in the Yeda, and it would fail when 
addressed to other's ; — the Bhashya raises the question — “ The Injunction 
of performance spoken of is one of the uses of words ; and it is a proof 
that you have to give.’^ 

And to this we offer the following re^ly : Because of mn-differeniia- 
Hon* That is to say, in proof of the said idetitity, we have the following 
non-differentiations : — (1) The word ‘ go* found in the Yeda is recognised 
as non-different from that met with in ordinary usage; (2) the object ex- 
pressed by the word ‘ ' as used in the Yeda is found to be non-different 

from that expressed by it in ordinary usage ; (3) all the difference that 
we do perceive is only in regard to sentences, and none with regard to 
words and letters ; (4) the pronunciation and the degrees of effort em- 
ployed in the utterance of Yedio words are perceived to be non-different 
from those in that of words in ordinary parlance ; and (5) the rules laid 
down by grammarians are not found to be different in the case of Yedic 
words and in that of the words in ordinary usage. 

Tliat is to say, inasmuch as we actually recognise the words used in 
the Yeda to be the same as those used in ordinary parlance, we cannot 
but accept them to be identical. And it follows from this that the objects 
spoken of also being expressed by the same words must be cacceptnd to be 
the same in both cases. 

And though in certain Yedic passages — as in the passage ‘ the cows of 
the gods walk on their backs * — a well-recognised word is found to point to 
something altogether strange (i.e., walking on the hack, which we do not per- 
ceive in the ordinary cow) ; yet even in this case, there being nothing in- 
congruous in taking the word ‘ cow * to mean the same thing that it does 
in ordinary parlance, the word expressing the strange thing may be ex- 
plained as simply showing a difference in the quality of the object denoted, 
(But this does not necessitate any difference in the object itself) as for 
instance, a cow that is abnormally dwarf is still known as a cow ; and a 
man with a flat nose, or with his ears covered, is not denied the name of 
‘ Man. * Exactly in the same manner, the denotation of the coiv being the 
same in both cases, if there be a difference in the qualifications described, 
this cannot make any difference in the object itself ; specially as the word 
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(*cf>w*) doeB Bofc denote any individual cow (wliose character could he 
affected by qualifications). And again (for the sanie reason) the cows that 
are spoken o£ in the above passage as belonging to the gods (and having 
the peculiarity of walking on their backs) need not always be those meant 
by the word ‘cow* throughout the Yedaj specially as we often find the 
Vedic passages laying down the gifts of cows at sacrificeSj using the word 
®cow* in the sense of the ordinary cow of the world. 

Ill the same manner, though the trees on tlie Mem Mountain (the 
residence of the gods) have their leaves of gold, yet the word ‘tree’ 
cannot be said to signify, in the region of the gods, anything other than 
the ordinary tree. So too, though what is hut kr iov m he honey for the 
gods, yet the meaning of the words do not become different, specially as 
what we know as ‘ butter* is what is transformed, by certain modifications 
of tasleand pot(‘ncies, into the ‘honey ’ of the gods. And as a matter of fact 
all Vedic words being equally strange to the ordinary man (according to 
theory of the Purvnpaksha), not a single word of the said passage could^ 
be comprehended ; and as such the expression ‘ walking on the back ’ being 
itself uncomprehended, it could not point to the ‘cow* spoken of in the 
passage as being (on account of such walking) something other than the 
ordinary cow. 

For these reasons, we conclude that the ‘ cows ’ spoken of as belong- 
ing to the gods and ‘ walking on their backs ’ must be the same that are 
known as such in the ordinary world, though .belonging to the gods. Or, 
the passage may refer to the fact that it is the ordinary cows of the Earth 
that are referred to in the passage, as appearing to walk on their hacks, 
owing to the revolutions of the Earth together with all the three worlds, 
as described in the Puranas, That is to say, just as we see the gods above 
us, so too, when in the coarse of revolution the Eaith reaches a point 
above the abode of the gods, they see the things on the Earth as above 
them j and hence it is only natural that to them the cows walking on the 
Earth should appear to be walking on their backs. 

Hence we conclude that the words used in tlie Veda, as also the ob- 
jects denoted by them, are the same as those in ordinary parlanceo 


We now proceed to consider the question— 

(B). 

Does a word denote the Glass or the Individual ? 

And on this point, though the Bhashya puts forth only two alter- 
natives, yet the commentators thereupon could spin out innumerable alter- 
natives ; through individual restriction, alternation, acceptance of both 
separately, as well as together, the acceptance of their relationship, or 
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collection, or tliat of the one qualified by the other. These alternatives 
again could be spun out into many others by mutual intermixture; 
as also by being blended with notions of gender, case, number, &c., 
taken singly or all together ; and thereby the alternatives become innu- 
merable. 

For instance, at first we have the following eight 'alternatives as to the 
denotation of a word: Does it signify— (1) the Class only, or (2) the 
Individual only, or (3) either the Individual or the Glass optionally, 
(4) both the Class and the Individual, or (5) the relationship of both, or 
(6) the two taken together, or (7) the Individual as qualified by the Glass, 
or (8) the Class as specified by the Individual, Then again, does it signify 
— the Belationship qualified by the Class alone, or by the Individual alone, 
or by the Individual or the Class optionally, or by both taken together, or by 
the Individual as specified by the Class, or by the Class as specified by the 
Individual, or by these as specified by one another, or by both ? Again, 
does the word signify the collection of both as qualified by the Glass 
alone, <fec., &c., as before ? So also, does it signify the Relationship as 
qualified by the Class alone, &c., &c. ? Again, does the word signify 

the Class as qualified by the relationship, or by the collection, or by 
both the relationship and the collection optionally or by these as taken 
together ? So also is it the Class alone or the Individual alone as qualified 
by these, either one by one, or by both taken together ; or the Individual 
and the Class, one by one, or both together ? Or is it the Individual 
as qualified by the Relationship as specified by the Class ; or is it the 
Class as qualified by the Relationship specified by the Individual, or 
these one by one, or both taken together ? So also in the case of the Col- 
lection of these two. So again, is it the Class alone as qualified by the 
Individual specified by the Relationship, or is it the Individual as quali- 
fied by the Class specified by the Class ? Or, is it the Individual and the 
Class one by one, or taken together ? And we will have the same alter- 
natives with regard to the Collation of the two. Again, is it the Indi- 
vidual as qualified by the Relationship specified by the Class, or the Class 
as qualified by the Relationship specified by the Individual ; or these two 
taken either separately or together ? So also by making the Relationship 
specified by the Collation of these two. Again, is it the Individual as 
qualified by the Class specified by the Relationship, or the Class as qualified 
by the Individual specified by the Relationship; and so forth. So also we 
could have other alternatives by taking the specification of these by their 
Collation. In the same manner, does the word signify the Glass or the Gen- 
der, the Class or the Case, the Glass or the Number ? And with each of 
these alternatives, we could have all those that have been enunciated above ; 
so also with the various combinations of the Gender, Case and Number, 
42 
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Then again, we coaid have many alternatives as to the denotation of the 
word lying in the form of the word or in that of the Class, &c . ; and thus 
would have all the aforesaid alternatives. 

Though all these alternatives have not been pointed out by the 
BhdsJiyay jet they are all as perceptible to the intellect, as the DistiHC*- 
tious of Class, Substance and Property. In all cases a slight difference is 
always perceptible by means of the sense-organs and tlje distingnisbing 
mark (Inferential) of each of these j and Yerbal tesfcinaony too points ont 
the slightest differences among various objects. Thus then, beginning from 
the word, the Cognition that proceeds in a man has its flowers in the de- 
notations of words, and fruits in the meanings of sentences. 

Among all these alternatives, that of the Class being the object of 
denotation is on one side, and all the other’s are on the other, — all these 
latter being based upon the theory of tbe Individual being the object 
denoted by the word. And hence, when it has been proved that the Indi- 
vidual is not denoted by the word, all the other alternatives become re- 
jected by it ; and it is for this reason that the Bhashya has not spoken o-f 
these, apart from the Individualistic theory. But this non-mention does 
not show that these alternatives do not exist, or that they are absolutely 
useless ; in fact, when explained in all their details, they serve the purpose 
of expanding the intellect of the student. And hence, though we have 
shown out all the alternatives in detail, yet it is with reference to the two 
— Class and Individual — only that we proceed to consider which of them 
is directly denoted and which is indirectly implied. 

And in order to justify the very introduction of the discussion, the 
BViashya proceeds to put a question and then explain what these (the 
Class and the Individual) really are. 

Objection : ‘‘ The Akrti that you proceed to consider now has already 
been dealt with in the Tarkapdda (See Cloha-vdrtiha^ Trans, pp. 281-95) ; 
what then is tlie use of any question and answer with regard to the same 
thing ? ’’ 

BejAy : True it is that we have already described ^Akrti' as being 
cognisable by sense-perception. But we proceed to explain that what is 
meant by ^ Akrti' is, not the shape ov form, bub the Glass, This is what 
the Bhashya means by declaring it to be the commonality of Substances, 
Broper ties arid Actions, 

The classes of these substances too are relative in their extension, 
one being included in another and so on. As for instance, the class 
‘ Thing’ is the highest that we can think of; and in this are included, in 
the order of lesser extension, the classes, ‘ Substance,’ ' Air,' ‘ Fire,* 
‘ Water, ‘ Self.’ Under * Substance ’ again, we have in the same order, 
* Earth,’ * Jar/ dec., ending with the individual jars. Under the class * Tree/ 


WOl^DS t>ENOTE CLASSES. S3l 

We kave tke classes / Cingapa ’ and tlie rest ; under ‘ Body,’ we have ‘ Cosy,’ 

® Horse/ ^ Elephant,’/ Man/ &c. ; and then the classes * Karka/ &c., are ex- 
pressive of the properties of horses ; as under ‘ Elephant,’ we liaye the 
various species * Bhadra" ‘ Ifadra/ &c. Under ‘ Man,’ we have * Broth- 
mana,' ^ Kaundinya^* ‘ Kathay &c. And just under the class ‘ Substance ’ 
we have the above, so too under ‘Property’ and ‘Action,’ v;e have 
‘ White, ’&C.5 and the individual actions of ‘ Sacrifice,’ ‘ Homa,’ and such 
other endless actions as are differentiated by means of various verbal roots, as 
also by distinct Injunctions, Humbers, and Names and Properties, <&c., — as 
is held by other teachers of the Scionce. Or, all actions may be included 
in the one class of ‘ Action,’ the only difference consisting in tbe distinc- 
tions of place, time, &c., as has been taught by Jaimini himself under 
the sutra^MujpagahddvihhWgdt. 

Thus then, it is proved that Akrti is Commonality ^ and not the ape 
of things ; specially as, if it meant the latter, how could it ever belong 
to such immaterial objects as the Self and the like ? That is to say, such 
material objects as the jar and the like, may be found to have certain 
shapes, but in the case of such objects as Light, Water, Air and AJcagSy all 
the shape that is perceived is that which belongs to the Earthy element in 
them., and not to them by themselves. While in the case of such purely 
immaterial objects as the Self, Space, Time and Mind, as also in that of 
‘ Action’ and ‘ Property,’ there can never be any shape at all. Whereas 
Commonality or Class is found to apply to all things in the world. Hence 
we conclude that what is meant by the word ‘ Akrti ’ in the present Adhi- 
karana, is ‘ Class/ and not any material form or shape. Specially as the 
material shape of objects is destructible and varies in each individual, no 
such shape could ever be said to constitute the Commonality of objects* 
Even if the class ‘ shape ’ itself he said to be meant by ‘ Ahrtiy then such 
a class being equally applicable to the cow and the horse, &c., there would 
be a hopeless overlapping of classes. Because in that case there would 
be no such sub-class of shape as would form the denotation of the word ‘cow’ 
and pervade over all individual cows, excluding all other animals, like the 
horse, <fec.; and when looking for such a differentiating factor, we cannot 
find any other except the Class ; and thus it becomes established that ‘ Class’ 
is the only commonality of objects. 

Thus then, inasmuch as the instances of ^Akrtiy cited in the Tarkapdda^ 
being the various ornaments ‘ svastika ’ and the like, it would seem that it 
was the material shape of objects that was meant, as held by the followers 
of Gautama ; and it is with a view to remove this misconception that the 
Bhashya has explained the real meaning by means of questions and an- 
swers. Therefore we conclude that prior to the perception of individual 
Substances, Properties and Actions, what is perceived of them, is all that 
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is meant} by the word ^ Ahrti*; is indicated by tbe word ‘ matra^ in 
the Bliashya. 

Says the Bhishya : AsoLdliaranavi^^shU vyahtih. And some people ex- 
plain this as defining the Individual to be the specific {asadharanah) pecu- 
liarities {vigBshdK)* 

But this is not correct ; because the Individual is something entirely 
difereut from the peculiarities. Because what are held to be such ‘ pecu- 
liarities * are the ‘ hhanda * (presence of defective limbs) ‘ munda ’ ( absence 
of horns) and the like ; bub these are found to exist in various individuals of 
the same class, and in those of other classes; and so also are the peculiar- 
ities of the ‘ grey colour * and the like, which are found to apply to the 
progeny of a cow of the said colour. That is to say, the properties of tbe 
Khanda^ &c., are found to exist in many individuals, of the same as well as 
dii^erent classes ; e,g., there are such cows, bufialoes and gavayas, &c. ; and 
similarly too, one animal may be just as grey as the other; and the name 
^Cdvaleya' would also apply to the progeny of the Cavala (grey) cow; 
and thus the name ‘ Qdvaleya,* whether it be based upon the presence of 
a particular colour, or a mere conventional name, is applicable to many 
individuals ; and hence * grey * (colour) cannot rightly be said to be a 
specific (asadhCirana) peculiarity (though as a matter of fact we always re- 
cognise the grey cow as an individual ; and hence the peculiarities cannot 
be said to he the Individuals). And secondly, in this explanation of the 
Bhashya passage, the plural number in ‘ Vigeshd * would not be quite 
compatible with the singular in * Vyahtih* 

For these reasons we must explain the Bhashya passage as defining 
the Individual to be that which possesses certain specific peculiarities of char* 
acier. 

Against this explanation of the compound as BahuvriJii it may be 
urged that, “ as shown above the peculiarities hhanda, &c., are found to be 
common to many individuals, and as for any such peculiarities as would 
belong to particular individuals only, no such are possible.” 

But to this, we make the following reply : we do not mean that each 
Individual is to have any property peculiar to itself exclusively ; all that 
we mean is that certain characteristics, two or three together, are always 
recognised as being conjointly peculiar to a certain abject, even when 
each of them singly may be found to belong to other objects as well. 
That is to say, even though certain properties may have been found to 
exist separately in many objects, yet taken together they are found only in 
a certain individual; and such an Individual may be said to be specifically 
characterised by these peculiarities (collectively). And as a matter of fact 
we find that certain propei’ties that have been perceived in a certain object 
are never found to exist, exactly in the same proportions, in any other 
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object; aad tbe particular combination of properties that, never having 
been perceived elsewhere, is perceived in any object, comes to be recog- 
nised as its specific pecaliaritji A.nd thus, though there be an endless 
number of individuals, yet that does not make it necessary to assume an 
endless number of specific characteristics* Thus then, the necessary specify- 
ing peculiarity always being found, by only slight modifications, among a 
definite number of properties, all lesser (less extensive) classes also come 
to be recognised as individuals under the higher {more extensive) ones. 
And it is only the particular combinations of properties that come to be 
known by tbe name of ‘ Yisgeha ’ (Specific Peculiarity). 

The difference between the Individual and the Specific Peculiarities 
will be distinctly pointed out by the Bhashya itself later on, in the 
passage : ' That which is the object of the commonality, and the receptacle 
of specific peculiarities is the Individual.’ 

With regard to the denotation of words, some people (notably the 
author of the Vahya'padtya^ and other grammatical writers) bold the 
following view : ‘‘ The class ‘ cow ’ itself is the specific peculiarity (of the 
^‘individual cow); and as it is not possible for such a specific property 
*‘to be expressed by a word whose denotation is always generic, what is 
“really expressed by the word (‘cow ’) is the summmum genus^ known as 
“ ‘Being’ or ‘ Thing’ or ‘Entity,’ as specified by the form of the word 
“ (‘ cow’) and the specific peculiarity of ‘cowness ’ ; that is to say, it is 
“ the ‘being of the cow ’ that is expressed by the word ‘ cow ’ ; specially as 
“the true explanation of what is really signified by words is that all 
“ words denote their ‘ being and in this all of them resemble the words 
** ^Apurva' ^ Deuatd* a,nd ^ Svarga^ (which denote only the being or evis* 
“ fence of such supposed objects, which have no objective reality).” 

But this view is not correct ; as it makes no difference aniong 
the various classes themselves ; and we can never admit that the word 
‘ cow ’ denotes any such ‘ being ’ in general. The expressive potency of a 
word is always perceived, through Apparent Inconsistency, to be restrict- 
ed to a certain definite object. And even such words as ‘ Substance,’ 

* Property,’ and ‘ Action,’ which are expressive of classes immediately 
.under tbe swmmwm genus of ‘ Being,’ will he found to have their denota- 
tions hopelessly mixed up, if they be all accepted as denoting the class 
‘Being’ only; what then, would he the case with the words that are 
expressive of other minor classes ? 

And again, those who hold all words to signify ‘ Being,’ cannot 
define whether they denote pure Being by itself, or as qualified by some- 
thing else ; because none of these two alternatives is admissible. 

For if it be pure ‘ Being ’ that is denoted by the word, then all the 
words in the world would be synonymous ; and any use of the verb ‘ is ’ 
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would be an inadmissible repetition j and any sucb assertion as ‘ tbe cow is 
not’ would be a hopeless self-contradiction; as it is absolutely impos- 
sible ever to cognise that ‘ Being is not/ Even with regard to special 
times and places, the existence of ‘ Being ’ can never be denied; because 
being eternal and all-pervading, it must exist at all times and in all 
places. 

Nor does ordinary usage warrant the assertion that the denotation of 
all words is convetitionally fixed in ‘ Being ’ alone. And for these reasons 
it is not right to assert tbat ‘Being’ is the conventionally fixed com- 
monality of such things as ‘ Substance ’ and the like. 

The word ^satta* (Being) is formed from the word ^ Asti’ (is) as 
twice modified by means of two nominal affixes— -( 1 ) that whicb is 
sat^ and (2) the character of sat is satta ; and this is found to be 
applicable to all things at all periods of their existence, beginning from 
their production, and throughout all the various modifications that they 
undergo, to the point of time immediately preceding their destruction. 
And hence if this summwn genius of ‘ Being ’ were the denotation (of all 
words), then it would have been more reasonable for the VaJcyapadzya to 
assert ‘ things ’ to be the denotation of all things, than ‘ existence or 
being ? Nor have the words ‘ sat ’ and ‘ sattd ’ any other meaning than 
that which is signified by tbeir root (to he) ; and hence they being exactly 
like the word ‘ hhavat ’ (the Present participle form of the root ‘ hhu ’ to be), 
the word ‘ sattcL ’ must mean ‘ sadhhdva/ existence ; and it cannot be gratui- 
tously assumed, according to the Yai^dsMlcas^ to signify a Class consisting 
of the idea that we have of tbe existence of Substance, Property and 
Action. 

Thus then, it has been shown that the word ‘ satta ’ is formed out of 
the indeclinable form ‘ asti* which is synonymous with ‘ thing,’ and similar 
in character to the word ‘ bhavat,* The word (‘ asti")^ from out of which 
we have the forms ‘ astitva ’ and ‘ astitd ’ (Being), is that which denotes 
‘ thing ;* and it has all the appearance of a verb ; though in reality it is not 
a verb ; because if it were a verb, it could not be a noun ; and as such no 
such nominal affixes as ‘ tva ’ or ‘ tva ’ could ever be applied to it. 
And it is because it is not a verb that we have such compounds 
as ‘ asHJcshzrd ’ in which the word ‘ asti ’ (an Indeclinable) means ‘ exist- 
ing.’ The expression ^ astihsMra gazih* cannot he said to contain a 
verbal compound ; and hence we must accept the compound as Bahuvrzhi/ 
consisting of an Indeclinable (asti) which is capable of taking declen- 
tional terminations, and the noun * hshzra,' the meaning being ‘that 
(cow) which has (plenty of) milk’; thus alone can the expression give 
any sense. 

It is for this reason that having found (in the said compound, f.i.) 
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fhe word * asti ’ used in the sense of * thing/ and also finding the word 
V to be closely connected with it, and then, applying to it the reflexive 
affix * iaZ, * as in the word ^devata' {deva and iuZ), — but disregarding 
all notion of the nominative of the verb ‘ to be/ — the Logicians come to 
accept the word ^sat’ and ^ sattd^ to signify merely what is denoted by 
the root ‘ to be and it is from this that they come to the conclusion 
that the word * ’ signifies the summum genus * Being’ (saHdJ) But 

inasmuch as this view is not authorised by the scriptures, it has been 
rejected by all Grammarians and Mimansakas ; even though it has come 
to be so commonly believed in as to make the aforesaid ‘ Being ’ appear to 
be denotable by even such words as ‘cow ’ and the like. 

As a matter of fact, however, though the genus ‘thing’ is indicated 
by all words, yet it cannot he said to form part of its denotation ; as for 
‘ Being,’ however, it points to an entirely different property ; and as such 
how can it ever be accepted as forming the denotation of all words ? In 
the case of the word ‘ thing,’ though the genus that it signifies inheres 
in an altogether different class and individual^ yet it is indirectly indicated 
by such objects as the cow and the like. 

The denotation (by all words) of pure Being by itself having thus been 
found to he inadmissible, it becomes all the more unreasonable to assert 
the denotation of the word ‘ cow ’ to consist in the genus ‘ Being ’ as 
qualified by the coto (^.^,, the being of the cow). That is to say, this theory 
would be open to all the objections that we shall urge against the theory 
of the denotation of words consisting of the Individual as qualified by the 
Class, or of the Class as specified by the Individual. Specially as the 
qualifying factor would always be cognised beforehand. 

That is to say, if the word ‘ cow ’ be* held to express the being of the cow, 
then, we ask — does the word signify * Being ’ as qualified (1) by the class 
‘ Cow,’ or (2) by the individual cows ? (1) If the former, then, as 

in that case, the real denotation of the word ‘ Cow,’ (as also ‘ Being ’) 
having been accomplished in the qualifying adjunct ‘ cow ’) itself 

(which is always cognised beforehand), what would be the use of the 
denotation of ‘ Being ’ after that ? That is to say, without a previous 
expression of the qualifying adjunct, it is always impossible to have any 
notion of the qualified ; and then, the qualifying adjunct being closely 
related to the qualified, the previous cognition of the qualifying adjunct 
(the class ‘ Cow ’) could not but have indicated the genus ‘ Being ’ also ; 
and as such we would not have any Apparent Inconsistency (of the idea 
of ‘Being’ entering into the conception of the class ‘Cow’) that 
could justify us in assuming this (notion of ‘ Being ’) to form part of the 
direct denotation of the woi'd * Cow.’ (2) If, however, the word ‘ Cow ’ 
he held to denote the genua ‘ Being ’ as qualified by the individual cows,-— 
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this too would be open to tlie same objections ; and there would be the 
further objection of such a theory necessitating the assumption of the 
denotation of endless ‘ Beings ’ as preceded by that of an equally endless 
number of Individual cows by an endless number of words, by means of 
an endless potentiality of words bearing certain transitory relations (with 
the said endless Individuals, &c)j and all this would make it as objec- 
tionable as the theory that the word denotes the Individual, 

It has been asserted ,in the above quotation from the Vahyapadtya^ 
that — “ the case of these words is said to be similar to those of the word 
^ Apurva" Levata* and ^BvargouJ'* To this we make the following 
reply : It is a well-ascertained fact that the words ‘ Jpwrm/ &c., do not 
signify the genus ‘Being’; in fact they too are acta ally found to denote 
certain specific individuals, as is proved by the Apparent Inconsistency 
(of the ideas of particular things hrought about by these words). Some 
of these words are recognised as signifying certain particular individuals, 
either through the Apparent Inconsistency of what is directly heard, or 
through supplementary explanations, or through other sentences; and 
through this specific denotation of theirs, they also indicate, as the 
necessary concomitant of these, the genus ‘ Being which, thus, cannot 
be accepted as forming part of tbeir direct denotation. Hence we 
conclude that, inasmuch as no object can avoid being concomitant with 
‘ Being/ the idea of this latter is due to an indirect indication by these 
words. 

We actually find the words *Ap^rva' &c., having a meaning distinctly 
apart from the geuus ‘Being’; as for instance, Apnrva' =-2b certain 
* potentiality of the Action; ‘ « Indra and others; and ^ Smrga^ 

unalloyed pleasure. To explain ^further, all objects in tbe world are 
cognised, through Apparent Inconsistency, to have distinct potentialities 
of their own; and hence we also admit of the existence of a potentiality, 
born of tbe performance of sacrifices, capable of bringing to the Agent a 
certain result at some future time ; and to this pof-rency, we give the name 
of ^ Apurva,’ so called because it had no existence prior to the performance 
of the sacrifice, from which it follows ; and thus the name applying to the 
potency in its very literal sense. So also the word * Bevatd' signifies those 
that sMne, in the shape of the Sun, the Moon and the Stars, and those tliat 
are eidogised by all Mantras as constantly moving, in the shape of Vayu 
and oidiers ; and thus this word also having its denotation duly ascertained 
as resting in certain individuals, it cannot be accepted as denoting the 
genus ‘Being.’ So also the word ‘jSmrpra ’ is found to signify either the 
starry regions^ or the regions situated' on the summit of Mount Meru, as 
described in the Arthavada passages of the Veda, and in various Puranas 
and Itihasas; ep., we read in the Veda — “those men of pious deed 
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who proceed to heaven, attain the regions of the star/’ and “ they conquer 
those bright regions ol: the pious.” As it maj be taken to mean the 
summit of Mount Mern, as described in Puranas and Jtihasas, Or again, 
it may be taken as signifying pure pleasure, duly differentiated by 
means of negative and affirmative concomitauces, which is experienced 
during a thousand years, and which is capable of being experienced in 
some ofclier region, as is distinctly proved by tlie Apparent Inconsistency 
of the fact of such pleasure being free from all taint of such sources 
of pain, as hanger, thirst and tlie like; (all the pleasure in this world 
being always found to be mixed with more or less of pain). Thougii any 
such pleasure has never been expeiienced in this world, yet we can form 
an idea of it by abstracting It from tlie mixed experiences that we have; 
and thus the word * Svarga^ directly denoting such pleasure, Cfin only 
indirectly indicate the genus ‘Being* which cannot be admitted to form 
part of its direct denotation. 

Thus then, we find the denotations of the words ^A/jilrva,' &c., to 
he exactly similar to those of the wmrds ‘ cow * and the like ; and it is only 
when such denotations have been directly pointed out by the words, that 
they are capable of indirectly indicating the genus ‘ Being.’ And hence we 
cannot admit the word ‘ Cow ’ to denote the ‘ being’ of the cow. 

Then, all the doubt that there is is with regard to the question of the 
denotation of the word consisting in the Glass or in the bidividual) and 
the presetit discussion is with regard to this question. 

The Bhashya says — “ Wherefore should there be any doubt?” Tliis 
is an objection to the discussion, emanating from one wlio, finding all 
business referring to the individual objects, holds the denotation of the 
word to consist in the Individual. 

But to this objectiou we reply that from seeing all business referring 
to the individuals, we conclude the denotation of the word to be in the In- 
dividual ; and yet on a consideration of the true exprevssiveness of the word, 
the denotation is not found to be apart from the Class; and hence there 
being a disagreement between the conclusions with regard to the true 
denotation of the word, as pointed out by the denotahility of the object 
and by the conduct of ordinary business, it certainly becomes a matter 
for consideration, as to which of these two conclusions is the correct one. 

And on this question, we have the following; — 

PFRVAPAKSHA (B). 

“ Inasmuch as we could have no Injunctions of Actions (if words 
“ signified Classes), it is the Individual alone that can be denoted by a 
“ word. Both the Individual and the Class cannot he said to be denoted by 
“it; because we have already shown above that a word can reasonably 
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“ have only one signification ; and also becaxtse tlie Class is always cognis- 
“ ed along with the Individual. Since all words that are laid down as 
** with reference to a certain purpose have the sole end of expressing 
certain meanings, therefore their true denotation must always he as- 
“certained in accordance with what they are actually found to signify ; 

“and hence the meanings of all words should be ascertained in such a 
“way as to render them capable of forming fit auxiliaries to the mean- 
“ings of the sentences in which they occur (and in sentences words ^ 

“cannot hut denote individual objects ). Thus then, if the word * 

“signified the Class (in the sentence ‘washes the Yrihi'), what would be 
“ the object washed ? (for certainly no washing of the Class would be 
“possible). And in the sentence *' Somena yajSta,* if the word ^ soma* 
“denoted the Class, what would be the material offered at the sacrifice? 

“ For certainly no offering of the Class is ever possible. And further, 

“ the Class being incorpoi’eal and eternal, there could never be any 
“‘threshing’ of it; and as such, any Injunction or Prohibition of such 
“‘threshing’ would not be possible. 

“ That is to say, we meet with such sentences as — ‘ threshes the corn/ 

“ ‘ kills the animal/ ‘ presses the soma-juice,’ ‘ purifies tiie soma,' ‘ one 
“should perform sacrifices with soma^ animals, corns, &c., &c.’ ; and in all 
“ these, the objects that are spoken of as being purified or employed for the 
“ fulfilment of certain purposes, cannot but be those thaf are perishable 
“and corporeal; consequently we could have no such Injunctions of 
“actions, if the words ‘corn* and the rest were significant of Classes; 

“ while all these become possible if Individuals be held to be denoted by 
“them; and the cognition of the significations of words having their 
“chief use in the bringing about of the activity of human agents which is 
“ brought about by Injunctions, we must always accept the significations 
“of all words to be such ns are capable of properly fitting in the meanings 
“of sentences that appear as Injunctions. So also, in the case of Prohibi- 
“tions, such as ‘the Brahmana should not be killed’ and the like, these 
“ also depend upon a previous conception of the perfoj-mabilily of such 
“actions (as are now prohibited) ; and it is only with regard to a certain 
“individual Brahmana, that there could he any notion of the performabili- 
“ty of slaughter, which could never refer to the Class (‘Brahmana’); 

“and hence if the word ‘ Brahmana ’ signified the Class, there being no 
“ previous conception of the slaughter, any prohibition of it would he 
“absolutely useless. Hence, we' can admit of only such significations of 
“ words as would make it possible for us to have the Injunctions of 
“ Actions; and we can never admit of any signification for mere transcen- 
“ dental, results. 

“It may be argued that in the case of Injunctions that refer to 
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Individuals we could accept the words to denote Individuals; while in 
‘‘those referring to Classes, these could he accepted to be denoted by the 
“ words/ But this would not be quite right ; because we have already proved 
‘‘ by arguments that a word can. have only one meaning ; otherwise (if many 
“ significations of words were accepted) such a process would necessitate 
the most unreasonable assumptions of indefinite relationships, endless, 
“ invisible, expressive potencies, and would be open to all the eight objec- 
“ tions that have been shown to appertain. to all options; and moreover 
“ such assumptions would be absolutely uncalled for ; as a comprehension 
“ of the word could be accomplished by means of any one of the various 
** assumed significations. 

“ It may be asked — how then have we an idea of the Class ? To this, 
“ the sutra replies : Because of non-dis junction. That is to say, inas- 

“ much as the Class is always cognised along with the Individual, when- 
“ ever the Individual happens to be denoted by a w^ord, it indicates (its 
“ concomitant) the Class also. It is with a view to this that it is said in the 
“ Tadhhntadhikarana : (I — i — 34) that when a certain meaning of a word 
“ has been accepted, it is not possible to reject it ; and hence any other 
meaning that it may he found to have must be held to be indirectly 
“ indicated by it. 

“ If it were a Class that was denoted by the word, it would belong 
** equally to all the Individuals included therein, and it could never be 
** rightly ascertained, which one of these was actually meant in any particu- 
“ lar instance ; whereas when it is an Individual that is denoted by the word 
“ it can point to one Class only (of which it is a unit) ; and as such, in 
“ this case the notion of the Class would be obtained by means of the in- 
“ direct indication of the same word that directly denotes the Individual 
“ (whereas in the former case we would have to postulate a certain unheard 
“ of faculty in the word by which it could bring about the notion of the 
“ Individual, while directly denoting the Class). For these reasons, we 
“conclude that it is the Individual that constitutes the denotation of a 
“ word, 

“As for the other innumerable alternatives spoken of above, none of 
“ these can be rightly accepted, as we have notions of all these along with 
“that of the Individual (which alone can be accepted as denoted by the 
“ word). 

Sutra (31): “ Also because words would not denote a substance 

(if its denotation consisted of the Class, there would be no co-ordination 
with Adjectives). 

[ The sutra has been translated in accordance with the interpretation 
of the Yartikaf which is at variance with that of the BMshya.'l 
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The Sntra explained according to the BJiashya. 

“And fartlier, because of the impossibility of there being any word 
“ expressive of the property (of substances), we must accept the Indivi- 
“dual to be denoted by the word; because there could be eo-ordination 
“ between the word signifying a Class and that which signifies a property. 

■ “ For instance, if the word * Oow’ denoted the Class ‘ Cow, Mn the case of 
“all such assertions as — Vthe white cot^ * ‘ purchases the Soma with a 
one-year old reddish cotv with yellowish eyes^ * ^ six cows should be given, ^ 
“‘one should offer the gift of a single cow^* and the like' — the Nouns 
“denoting Classes, and the adjectives denoting particular properties, 
“there could be no co-ordination between the two; i.e., the adjective 
“ ‘ white/ ‘ i'eddish,V&c., could not qualify the ‘cow/ Nor is there 

“any relationship possible between these, which would justify our using 
“ such expi’essions as ‘ the white of the co w and hence it is all the more 
“impossible for them to be regarded as co-extensive (inhering in a single 
“ substratum). For certainly, it is not the Glass [ cow * that is either white 
“or red, or six in number; it is the individual cow that is always re- 
“ cognised as having these properties; and hence we must hold the 
“ Individual to be denoted by the word* 

[The explanation of the sutra in accordance with the view of the 
itself is as follows ; — ] 

“According to us, the word denoting the Individual, there would be a 
“ co-ordinafeion with adjectives ; while according to the Class-theory, 
“ there being no denotation of any individual substances by the word, 

• “there would he as great a divergence between the noun and its qualify- 
“ iiig Adjective as between the Cow and the Horse. Whether the word 
“be accepted to denote the Individual as specified by the Class and a 
“ certain property, or t lie Individual alone by itself, there would always 
“ be a co-ordination, if our view of the case is accepted. And what is 
“referred to by the word ‘ Dravya* (substance) in the sutra is the I«dm- 
dual cow as qualified by the quality of ‘ whiteness and it is the im- 
“ probability of tlie denotation of any such common substance that is pointed 
“ out by the negative particle (in the compound ^ Adravyagahdatvat)J 

“ The way in which the Bhashya has taken the siitra has necessita- 
“ ted the acceptance of an indirect signification of the word ‘ dravya^^ which 
“ is made to indicate that which is contained in the dravya — viz., Property, — 
“ as also the acceptance of the negative particle forming part of a com- 
“ pound, of which it is not in a position to form a part (inasmuch as it 
“is dependent for its full significance upon a certain word signifying 
“ ‘ existence 'which is not contained in the ooinpound). The meaning thus 
“ got at from the would be that in accordance with the Glass-theory, 
“ there could be no word expressive of the properties of an object. But we 
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“bare rejected tbis interpretation, because it is too far-fetched, and 
“necessitates our having recourse to the secoin^ary signification (of the 
“ woi'd ^ dravya') pointed out by something {the expression ‘does not 
“ exist,* which is supplied from without and is) not contained in the com- 
“ pound itself. 

‘‘But the interpretation of the Bhashya could he justified in a 
“ way by construing its words in the following manner: — 'i'he word that 
“ signifies that (the Property) which inheres, in the substance, is what is 
“spoken of as ' Adravya^.abda,’ a word signifying something apart from 
“the substance ; and inasmuch as the Class is without any properties, 

“ such a word can never he rightly used in any sentence, along with the 
“word signifying a substance (which according to the Class-theory, can 
“ be nothing else but the Class) ; that is to say, tiiere can be no such 
“sentence as — ‘the Class cow is white.* But even this far-fetched ex- 
“ planation is open to the objection of the impossibility of co-extensive- 
“ness, which in this case, is found to pertain to the Individual-theory 
“ also ; and hence this interpretation being found faulty, we must accept 
“ the one we have explained above.’* 

[The VMika omits sulra 32 ; and takes up the Bhashya on sutra 33], 
with which begins the 

SIDDHANTA. 

Sutra (33): It is tJJie (that is signified by the word); 

because it serves the ptirpose of Actions. 

[In explaining this the Bhashya says — if the word ^ Qyena^ 

signified the Glass^ we could not have the sentence ‘o>/e should make the altar 
like the Gyena bird,’ And the Vdrtiha takes exception to this]. 

The sutra does not show that the passage quoted means that it is the 
OZa^s ^ pyena * that is built with the brieks ; nor could such an assertion 
be admissible ; because [the Class by itself being eternal, could be said to 
be built only with reference to the individuals contained in it; but even 
in certain cases as in those of* Self, individuals are found to be ever 
existent, and as such nob requixnng any hnilding; and even in the case of 
non-eternal (created) substances, though they are brought about in ac- 
cordance with the character of their originative causes, yet they are 
always found to be inhering in their respective Classes ; and hence] it 
is highly improbable for the Class ‘ pyena ’ to be built up with the bricks, 
which are incapable of making up even tbe individual Cyenas^ which are 
actually found to be made up of certain veins, arteries, tendons and 
muscles, Ac. And hence, whichever of the two theories be accepted, the 
meaning of the snid Injunction must be accepted to be, that the altar that 
is made should have the shape of the pyena bird, just as a lump of 
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lour-paste is made into the shape of a lion. And this can he done only in 
accordance with the shape that belongs to the whole class ^Qyena/ in 
contradistinction to those borne hy other classes of animals, — and not with 
the shape or specific character of any individual Cyena bird, in contra- 
distinction to that of another individual bird of the same class. And as for 
the similarity of the mere individual (t.e., mere in general), 

it is a purely abstract property, and being entirely independent of ail 
notions of either the genus or the species, it would be common to all 
substances alike ; and hence it cannot be accepted as constituting the 
denotation of any word. And if the similarity (of the altar) were made 
according to the shape of a certain individual Pyena, then, in that case, 
the altar could not be accepted as similar to the ^yena by another person, 
who may not have seen that particular individual pyena; and hence the 
Injunction could not have served its purpose for this latter person. Hence 
we conclude that the Building of the pyena-al tar could never be properly 
accomplished if the word ‘ Cyena * wex*e accepted as denoting an individual 
pjena. 

[The BhdsTiya has raised an objection.— “ But the altar could he huilt 
with the individual Cyena birds as its matera'aZ, ” and the reply that is given 
is that] In the compound * CyBnacita,^ the yrovd ^ Qyena* cannot be 
taken as the principal instrument. That is to say, the compound cannot be 
grammaticaly explained as * that which is buil| with the Cyena*; because 
the sittra ‘ Karmanyagnydhhydy^m * {PQnini III— ii— 92) lays down the pos- 
sibility of the particular affix that is found in the compound only under 
certain conditions, fche chief of which is that the previous word should 
be in the Accusative ; and hence the word ‘ QySna * cannot but be taken as 
the objective, the meaning of the Injunction being that ‘one should 
prepare the GySna by the building *; but as it is absolutely impossibbe for 
the actual pyena bird to be built, we take it to mean that the altar 
should he huilt of a shape similar to that of the CyBna bird, 

(Vide Bhdshya, Page 81, para. 3) (1) Inasmuch as it is absolutely 
impossible for any words to point to the specific individuality (svalah- 
shana) of any particular Individual of a Class, — (2) as being incapable of 
thus being pointed out, even if the word were to denote snch a specific 
individuality f it could be that belonging to any of the various Indivi- 
duals, — (3) as if the word denoted an Individuality in general, this 
would result in an option with regard to the acceptance of any one 
Individual from among the innumerable Individuals concerned (the word 
cannot be accepted to denote any specific individuality) ; and even though 
it is true that the denotation of the Individual would naturally lead to 
that of the Glass, yet it being a well-recognised fact that it is only the 
generic character of the contained (t.e*, the individual cows) that points to 
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ilie container (ilie Class ‘cow*) the Class could be pointed out only by 
the individuals themselves, and not by any specific Individualities (which 
latter therefore cannot be admitted to form the denotations of words). 
And as for the theory of the denotation of the Individuals themselves, it 
is open to many objections ; for instance, (1) in that case no relationship 
(of the expresser and the expressed) could ever be expressed in words 
(because of the impossibility of laying down as many such descriptions 
as there are Individuals); (2) there would always be a vagueness in the 
use of the words (that is to say, the word ‘ cow * could not be accepted by 
any individual person to denote any other Cow than the one with reference 
to which he might have learnt the word); (3) there would never be any 
idea of cows in general ; (4) and lastly, there would be the necessity of 
postulating a distinct expressive potentiality (for the word ‘cow* with 
reference to each individual cow that may crop up), thereby necessitating 
the assumption of endless potentialities. And for these reasons, tlie 
exact denotation of a word being totally unascertainable, there would 
always be a doubt with regard to it; and that which is doubtful cannot 
be accepted as expressed by the word ; and thus the word would become 
absolutely devoid of any object to be denoted. 

The same arguments serve to set aside the two theories — (1) that it is 
the Individual, as apart from the Class, that is denoted by the word, and 

(2) it is the Class, independently of the individuals, that is denoted by it. 
And as for the (3) theory of the denotation of the Class as specified by 
the Individuals, it cannot he accepted ; because this would involve a 
previous cognition of the Individual; as without such previous concep- 
tion of the qualification, we can never have any idea of the qualified. 
And as for the denol-ation resting in (4) the Relationship of the Class and 
the Individual, or (5) in a mixture of the two, — there can be no conception 
of these (Relationship and Mixture) independently by themselves, 
specially as by themselves they are capable of being taken with regard 
to all the objects in the world (and not restricted to the Class and the 
Individual); and hence they must he accepted as qualifying the objects 
related and mixed ; and thus these theories would necessitate the assump- 
tion of a triple potency in the word [ (1) one for the Individual, (2) one 
for the Class, and (3) one for the Relationship or the Mixture]; but even in 
this (1) the assumption of any expressive potency with regard to the Indi- 
vidual would be open to all the objections urged above against the Indivi- 
dual-theory. (2) As for the Admixture, there can be no such Admixture 
of the Class with the Individual, because each of them has a distinct 
purpose to serve, and because one of them is subservient to the other, 

(3) And on account of the Class atid the Individual not being two en- 
tii'ely distinct objects, between them, there can be no relationship or 
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admixhtre j as fcliese are properties of two entirely distinct objects. Nor can 
the word be said to denote a particular Individual as qualified by the 
Class, because as a matter of fact, no word is ever found to bring about 
the idea of any definite Individual. Nor can tlie word be said to denote 
the mei^e Individual (in general); because as a matter of fact, whenever a 
word is pronounced, that which it expresses is not, in the first instance, 
cognised as anything apart from the Class. And for the matter of that 
tiie word ^ Matra^ {mere) that yon have added, signifies nothing more 
than generality (or commonality); and lienee such an assertion too would 
only point to the Class as being tlie object of denotation. 

All things in the world having various forms, their potencies too are 
always ascertained in aceoi'dance with these forms ; and from this also we 
find the expressive potentiality of the word ‘ cow ’ to he based upon the 
form of the Class ‘ covv,^ as is distinctly indicated by both affirmative and 
negative concomitance. And as for the next higher but partially co- 
extensive Class ‘ animal/ and the next lower Class ‘grey cow ' (ideas of 
which ai ’0 found to appear concurrently with the class ‘ cow,' when the 
word happens to be pronounced with reference to an individual cow), these 
are indicated by the same Class ‘ cow,' through the facts of its being con- 
in the former and itself contai// wgd}be latter. 

And as for the objection that the Glass (‘ Corn ' for instance) being in- 
corporeal, it could not he ivashed ov threshed (as laid down in Yedic In- 
junctions), — the Class is not altogether distinct from the Individual ; and 
as such the said objections are not quite applicable. As a matter of fact, 
what is denoted by the word is the Glass itself; while in the case of any 
Actions spoken of with reference to any object, what is denoted is the Class 
as impressed by (or contained in) the Individual ; and hence the actions 
of washing^ &c., cannot be altogether impossible. As iov cuUiny also (in 
the case of the Injunction of the cutting of tlie sacrificial animal), the 
action is quite possible on account of the Class being nothing absolutely 
distinct from the Individual ; as a matter of fact when certain limbs of 
an animal have been cat off and its skin, &c., removed, it is not recognised 
as any particular animal; and hence the idea of cutting must he admitted 
to be applicable to the generic character of the animal (and not to any parti- 
cular individual concerned). 

It may be urged here tliat “ the Class being impressed by the Indi- 
dividual, it would be transitory." But we actually accept such transient 
cbaractex*, at least so far as the factor of the particular Individual is con- 
cerned ; but inasmuch as, even when this particular Individual has been 
destroyed, there are always many other Individuals left extant, wherein 
the Glass inheres equally well, the Class itself can never be found to be 
nonexistent, and as such we cannot admit it to be absolutely non-eternal, 
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and it is for tliis reason that it is spoken of as both eternal (in the pure 
fornT’of the Class) and non-eternal (as contained in a particular Indivi- 
dual) * 

If the Class were something totally different from the Individual, it 
could never form the subject of any Injunction with regard to Dliarma ; 
because the Class * Animal ’ being incorporeal could never form such a sub- 
ject. And as for the substance qualified by the Class * animal,’ inasmuch 
as this substance itself could not be cognised without the Class ‘ substance ' 
(in which the class ‘ Animal ’ also inheres), ^e substance must be accepted 
as indicated (by the Class * Animal ’), because both are found to inhere in 
a single substratum (the Class ‘ Substance and also because the class 
‘ Substance ’ contains within itself the Class * Animal.’ But even then, 
the Class ‘ substance ’ also being incorporeal, the aforesaid objection 
continues to be effective. If again tbe Class * Substance ’ be'takLenJfeoJndic- 
cate its substratum, this would be mere substance in general (and certain- 
ly this could be of no use in any sacrifice). And as for any particular 
cases of the Class ‘ Animal,’ or of the Class ‘ Substance',’ these, being less 
extensive than the Classes themselves, could not be said to be indicated 
by them. And that which is not cognised can never be connected with 
an Injunction ; and that with regard to which there are doubts cannot be 
held to be duly cognised. I^or is it proper to perform a Bharma with 
regard to something else, when its performance is found to he impossible 
with regard to that in connection with which it has been laid down ; and 
hence the DJiarma that would be laid down in connection with the ‘ Class,’ 
cannot be rightly pei'forrned in connection with particular Individuals. 
And as for these particular Individuals also, when they would be express- 
ed in words, it could only be in the form of Classes; and as such the 
objections based upon the incorporeality of these would remain effective. 
And as regards the specific Individualities of objects, it has been already 
shown that no business is carried on with reference to these. Hence we 
conclude that (if the Class be held to be something totally different from the 
Individuals), we could never make out the real subject of the Injunctions 
of Bharma (sacrifices). And even the ideas of co-extensiveness (that we 
have with regard to the cow and whiteness^ in the sentence ‘ the Cow is 
white ’) will, in that case, have to be explained, as obtained indirectly by 
means of Indication (of the Individual cow by the Class * Cow ’ denoted by 
the word), while it is an universally recognised fact that an idea of such 
co-extensiveness is got at by direct denotation. 

The Bhashya, however, in the passage^ — it is a self-perceptible fact 
that when a word is uttered, au Individual is cognise4 — has admitted a 
difference (between the Individual and the Class), and has then spoken of 
the cognition of the Individual, only as the substratum of the Class (denoted 
44 ’ 
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by the word) j because a particular Individual by itself is never cognised 
(by means of a word). And even tbe relation o£ tbe container and tbe 
contained (tbat is hinted at in the Bhashya as subsisting between the 
Class and the Individual) is only an indirect (or assumed) one. And here 
too the pointing by the general (Class) to the particular (Individuals) 
should not be taken as a case of Indication; because it is only a case of 
mere hinting (or pointing). 

Or, the clause in the Bhashya — by the word or by the Class’’ — 
may be taken as refeiTing to ^ja-jcogiiition of the Individual ; the conclu- 
sion arrived at, by means of^ffirmative and negative concomitance being, 
that the cognition of the Individual is brought about by the Class. For 
instance, (1) when one^-has cognised the class ‘ Fire ’ (in the mountain), 
through the perception of Smoke, his desire to learn the character of the 
-i2?d!iyiAtt^“-lire— in the shape of its brightness or dulness — ^is also fulfilled 
(which shows that the cognition of the Class ‘ Fire ’ has brought about 
by affirmative concomitance, the cognition of the Individual Fire) ; 
aud (2) when through some ^ disorder of the mind * — i.e., foolishness or 
dulness — one fails to recognise the denotation of the Class by a word, 
and cognises only the Individual, with reference to which a certain 
assertion of relations is made, to he expressed hy the word, such a person, 
having had no idea of the Class, has no idea of any other Individual save 
the one directly described ; (and this shows by negative concomitance, that 
without a cognition of the Class there is no cognition of the Individual). 
Or another way of explaining the same fact is that, though we cognise the 
Class by itself to be denoted by the word, yet we do not, in the same 
manner, cognise the Individual, unless we have previously recognised the 
Class. 

A question is here raised — “ what then is the diifierence between 
^ ’ (the Class ‘ Cow ’) and the word ‘ ’ (Cow) (since both are 

equally held to denote the Class * Cow’) ?” 

The difference between the two is that in the case of one — viz., the Glass 
^ Ooiv ’ — there is a slight difference (from the Individual) ; as, for instance, 
we find the individual (cow) belonging to the Class ‘ Cow,’ being clearly 
spoken of as ^ gotvavdn^ (belonging to the Class * Cow,’) which distinctly 
shows that there is some distinction between the Individual * Cow ’ and 
the Class * Cow.’ And as the expression ^ gotvavan^ (belonging to the 
Class ‘ Cow ’) points to the Class also, the declaration of its describing 
the Individual is not open to the objections that have been urged against 
the theory of the Individual constituting the denotation of a word ; 
specially as the word is found to be expressive of every one of the 
Individuals (as constituting the Class denoted). And in any particular 
Ijase (as in ‘ one should sacrifice with corns ’) the only doubt that one has 
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is witii regard to the number (or quantity) of the object to he employed ; 
and as for the object itself, there is a most definite cognition (of corns) 
(by means of the word). 

The Bhashya has cited ‘* the words ^ Cow,*' &c.,” with a view to all 
Houns and Verbs. ■ 

The special purpose that is served by the above discussion is that the 
generic and the particular word referring to the same object, there would 
be no rejection of the general rule by the exception, in aocordance with 
the view of the Furvapahslia (while according to the Siddhmta such a 
rejection is duly accomplished). 

[The Yartika now proceeds to put forth another exposition of the 
■above ' , 

ADHIKARANAS (A) and (B).] 

Words like * gauh,* <fec., having been shown to be correct, we now 
proceed to consider in which denoted object the operations of these words 
lie. Though the words are divided into four kinds — Nouns, Verbs, 
Prefixes and Nipdtas—jet it is only the first two that are taken into con- 
sideration ; because it is only with regard to the denotation of these— and 
not to that of Prefixes and Nipdtas — that certain douhfcs are found to arise in 
our minds ; specially as Prefixes and Nipatas do nofe hy themselves serve 
to denote any objects ; they only serve to illumine the meanings of Nouns 
and Verbs, which are the only really expressive words ; and hence it is these 
latter only that are taken into consideration. Though certain Nipdtas — as 
‘ FagcMya* ^ Anuxfdtya ^ and the like — are found to he denotative of certain 
definite objects, yet there are no doubts as to the particular objects 
denoted by them. The Nipatas would have been taken up for considera* 
tion on the present occasion, only if they were found to bring about the 
cognitions of two objects ; and so long as they are not found to give rise 
to any cognitions of ‘ Classes * ( as also of Individuals), they cannot form 
the objects of the present discussion, 

I. Objection X “ Even Verbs cannot rightly forni the subjects of the 
** present discussion ; because the denotation of verbs will he dealt with 
‘‘ in detail, in the beginning of the Second Adhyaya ; where we have a 
“ detailed consideration of the question — ‘ what is Bhava ? ^ (BMva^to he, 
‘‘ being the general name given to the denotation of verbs) ; and as 
the true denotation of verbs has to he duly ascertained in detail, in that 
place, it is not right to take it up on the present occasion.” 

To this we make the following reply : ( 1 ) What we have to deal with 
in the second Adhyaya, is the ‘ Bhava,' which is the name given to the 
denotations of the Affixes; while what we are going to consider now is the 
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denoiaiion of tlie roots tHemselves, (2) Or, even though the deuota- 
tion of the AflB.xes hav|ito be ascertained there, we may now consider 
whether that deno ation'H^nsists of the Class or the Individual. (3) The 
fact of the roots ^ the like denoting the sacrifice^ &c., that will 

be put forward by the Bhashya in the Second Adhyaya, is only by w^ay 
of an explanation of what is duly ascertained in the present Adhikarana, 
(4t) Or, even with regard to the denotations of the roots ‘ yajty Sdg., it is 
only proper that we should consider whether the denotations of these 
appearing in verbs, oonsist of the Class or of the Individual. (5) In 
reality, however’, the question that has to be dealt with in the Second 
Adhyaya is as to whether the transcendental result (of the sacrihce) 
proceeds from what is signified by the verbs {in the In junctions, ‘should 
sacrifice,* &o.) or from the materials, Ac., (Soma and the like) therein 
spoken of ? And whatever else is to he explained there is only by way 
of supplementing the said question. 

Thus then, it is with regard to the truly expressive Verbs and Kouns, 
that we proceed to consider whether they denote Classes or Individuals. 
A doubt on this point has arisen in our minds, on account of the usage of 
words, and their comprehension by the people pointing equally to both 
(Class and Individual), and also on account of grammatical works (notably 
the Mahahliyclshya) lending countenance to both the theories. 

II, Objection: “Before proceeding any further, it must be explained, 
“what connection this discussion has, either with the subject-matter of 
“ the Adhyaya (which treats of the means of knowing Dharma), or with 
“ that of the present Pada, which is dealing with the basic authority of 
“the SmrHsJ* 

Reply : The present discussion is an offshoot of the treatment of the 
authority of grammatical Smrtis, by means of which the correctness of a 
word having been ascertained, it is only natural to pass on to the con- 
sideration of the meaning of this word. 

“ But it is before the form of the word is ascertained that its meaning 
“ should he ascertained ; because until the meaning is known the correct- 
“ ness of the word cannot be ascertained.*’ 

' Even though the meaning of a word has not been thoroughly as- 
certained, as to whether it is in the form of the Class or the Individual, 
its correctness can be very well ascertained ; and hence we now proceed to 
consider the nature of the meaning. It is only until the word has been 
known to have some meaning that its correctness cannot be ascertained ; 
and certainly an ascertainment of the correctness of a word does not 
depend upon our duly ascertaining as to whether its meaning is in the form 
of a Class or an Individual. 

Or, it may be that the authoritative character of all grammatical 
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Smrtis having been laid down in a previous Adhikarana, it is with regard 
to this universality of their autbority that the present Adhikarana raises 
a question, and comes to the conclusion that the grammatical Smrti which 
speaks of the individual as forming the denotation of a word, cannot be 
accepted as correct, because such an assertion being impossible, can have 
no authoritative basis (in the Veda); and hence on this point even a gram- 
matical cannot be accepted as authoritative. In this maimer, the 
present Adhikarana would be laying down an exception to the authority of 
Bmriis ^ and thus it would be quite in connection with the subject-matter 
Cf the Adhyaya and the Pada, as also with the foi'egoing discussion. 

III. Ohjection : “Even if the word be admitted to be denotative of 
the Class, all Injunctions and Prohibitions would refer only to tbe 
“ Individuals signified by the words (contained in them); and as such what 
“ is the use of the present discussion ? 

Mejply : Though it is true that there is no difference among p' ople, in the 
interpretation of the Prohibitions and the Injunctions contained in the 
Veda (which are always taken with reference to Individuals), yet a 
discussion like the present would serve a useful purpose in ordinary 
parlance, where it is said: “give the curd to the Bmhmanas^ but tahra to 
Kaundinya where if words were admitted to be denotative of Individuals, 
the word ‘Brahmana’ could be accepted as denoting the Individual 
Brahmana Kaundinya, who would thus come to be given both the curd and 
the tahra ; while when the word ‘ Brahmana ’ is accepted as denotative of 
the Class only, it could point to Kaundinya only by indirect indication, 
which would be set aside in favour of the direct denotation of the word 
‘ Kaundinya ’ ifcself (and Kaundinya would, in this case, receive the tahra. 
only, which was meant by the person issuing the instruction). 

As a matter of fact, however, in the Veda too, in the case of the 
passages enjoining the washing of the Oom, there is a certain difference (in 
tbe true denotation of the word ‘ mhi^) slb also in the case of the passage 
that lays down the offering of * For instance, if the word *corn^ 

(‘ vrihi^) be accepted to be denotative of any individual corn, the wash- 
ing would come to apply to even an ordinary corn (not to be used at 
the sacrifice); because the imsliing is restricted to the sacrificial corn only 
by means of the order of jproximity of the word ^ Corn ’ with the ‘ Sacrifice 
whereas it is found to be applicable to the ordinary corn, by the direct 
denotation of the word ^ Corn’; and certainly Direct Denotation must 
always set aside any order of Proximity. On the other hand, if the word 
* Corn ’ be admitted to be denotative ^of the Glass only, then in that case, 
the case of the sacrificial corn alone being the object of washing would be 
much stronger than that of any ordinary corn ; because, while the latter is 
pointed out only indirectly by the direct denotation of the Class ‘Corn* 
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includes the ordinary corn also, the latter is pointed out hoth by the 
said order of Proximity and the Direct Denotation of the Class ‘ Gorn,^ 
which is found to inhere, in its entirety, in the sacrificial corn also. So 
also in the case of the o-fiering of DadM, the word ‘ Dad/w * could refer 
to the sacrificial JDadM as well as to any ordinary DadM ; and it is only 
when the word is held to be denotative of the Class, that the offering 
spoken of directly by the word ^ would come to veiev to the sacri- 

ficial Dadhi only. These arguments could be applied to many other 
instances of Yedio Injnncfeions and Prohibitions. And hence we conclude 
that the present discussion being found to serve many useful purposes, we 
must take it up for due consideration. 

IT. Objection : “ All that is considered here having already been dealt 
“with, in the Tarha^ada {Qlokmartiha — chap, on yAhTti')^ it is scarcely 
“proper to start the same question over again.*' 

Eejply : (1) In the Tarha^dda all that has been done is merely to lay 
down the proposition that it is the Class that is denoted by words ; and the 
present Adhikarana serves to bring forward the arguments in support 
of that proposition. And even the Bh ashy a has said (towards the 
close of the section Ahriti in the Tarha^pdd a) that the reasons in support 
of the proposition will be explained “ later on ’* (and this can only be 
taken as referring to the present Adhikarana). (2) Or it may be that 
in the Tarhapdda it is only the existence of Glass that has been establish- 
ed; while in the present Adhifatrapa, we seek to establish the fact of its 
being denoted by the word; and though its denotation has been spoken 
of on the previous occasion, yet on that occasion, it was only taken as 
granted and not duly discussed (which is done in the present Adhikarana), 
(3) Or even if the previous section may have explained the fact of 
words being denotative of the Class, with a view to prove the existence 
of such a thing as Glass, — yet the question, as to whether the Individual 
is denoted by a word or not, has not been considered there; and the 
present Adhikarana may be taken as serving the distinctly useful purpose 
of proving that Individuals are not denoted by words. 

0 

And with a view to introduce the said discussion, we begin with the 
consideration of 

ADHIKAEANA (A)-- 

which deals with the question, as to the words found in the Yeda, and 
the objects denoted by them, being the same as those in ordinary parlance, 
or different from them? It is only if the words in the Yeda and the 
objects denoted by them are the same as those in ordinary parlance, that 
there can be any discussion as to the denotation of a word ; because if they 
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Be different, tBere would Be no doubt as to tBe true denotation of words 
(wBich would be found in tBeYeda to signify Individuals) ; and there would 
Be no occasion for the discussion that follows; specially as all business is 
carried on with regard to concrete objects, there would be no use wasting 
time over the pure denotations of words; hence the present discussion 
cannot be held to Be propounded for the sake of the ordinary business of 
the world* It is only in the case of the Yeda, that the words and the 
objects denoted by them being recognised to be the same (as those in 
ordinary parlance), our cognition of the meanings of words could help us 
to differentiate what is directly denoted by them, and what is only in- 
directly indicated. For if the words in the Yeda were totally diffei'ent 
from those in ordinary parlance, then, whenever we would come across a 
Yedic passage, we would not be cognisant of their forms or signification ; 
and these being totally unknown, there could be no doubt in our minds, 
with regard to the denotation of these words. Therefore for the sake of 
ascertaining the nature of the meaning that is cognised, it is necessary, in 
the first instance, to establish the fact of the words in the Yeda and the 
objects denoted by them being the same as those in ordinary parlance, 

Ohjection : “ This identity of the word has been already clearly establish- 
^^ed under SHtra I — ^i—20, where it has been shown that the word being 
always recognised to be the same, the mere fact of its being pronounced 
“ at different times does not constitute a difference in the word itself ; 
** and thus it is found that there can be no other reason for the said identity, 
^‘except such recognition of the word; all other arguments that may be 
“brought forward in support of this identity would be only auxiliary to 
“ the aforesaid Recognition. And hence no further discussion on the 
“point is necessary/* 

Ee^ly : ( 1 ) What has been established under Suira I-— i — 20 is that in all 
ordinary human utterances, the word Cow * is always the same; and 
hence it is only proper that we should now establish the fact of all Yedic 
words being identical with those in ordinary parlance. (2) It has not 
been explained there why the fact of words in the Yeda being spoken of 
of as ‘Yedic,* in contradistinction to those in ordinary parlance which are 
described as ‘ worldly,* cannot be taken as pointing to a difference between 
them ; and it is this that we proceed to consider now. (3) Even though the 
identity of the word may have been established under the said sutraf yet the 
present Adhikarana cannot be said to be a mere repetition ; because what 
is considered here is whether the denotations (of the word ‘ Cow * as found 
in the Yeda and as used in ordinary parlance) are identical. And it is 
only when the identity of the denotation has been established, that there 
can arise a question as to whether the Glass or the Individual is denoted 
by the word, which question can have nothing to do with the identity of 
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tlie word (and Hence the present discussion is absolutely necessary as 
preliminary to the main point of the Adhikarana). ^ 

And on this subject, there arises a doubt in our mind ; because the 
fact of the words used in the Veda being spoken of as ‘ Yedic ’ in contra- 
distinction to the ‘worldly’ words, points to the fact of there being 
a diJEereoce between the two classes of words ; while as a matter of fact 
the words in the Veda are always recognised to be the same as those in 
ordinary parlance. 

An on this point, we have the following — > 

PURVAPAKSHA. 

“The words used in the Veda, and the objects denoted by them, 
“ are different from those in ordinary parlance; (1) because we perceive 
“an actual difference in their names, in the Nouns used in them, in the 
“ grammatical rules applying to them, in accentuation and pronunciation, and 
“ ill deletions and modifications of letters and syllables ; (2) because we 
“mid even the ordinarily known words used in the Veda, together with 
“inch woi'ds as ^ svarn ’ ‘yit'pa" and the like, which are distinctly different 
j from any words in ordinary usage ; (3) because certain points of time 
‘are laid down as unfit for the studying of Vedic words; (4) because 
“ the f^iidra and the woman are forbidden to utter Vedic words ; and (5J 
“ becanse we find such words as ‘ ApmhdZa* and the like signifying 
“ distinctly different objects (in the Veda and in ordinary parlance), — in the 
“Veda it being used in the sense of ‘reed,’ while in ordinary usage it 
“ means ‘ the horse’s hair ’ ? 

“ The Bhashya has also cited the word ‘ Agni ’ as having in the 
“Veda — ill the passage ‘Agni killed the Vrttras ’ — a meaning (vrtto'a- 
killer) diffei’ent from that in ordinary parlance. But this is not right; 
“ because a difference in the action does not alter the actor (^^e., though 
“Agnimay be said to have killed the Vrttras, yet that does not neces- 
“sarilj make Agni something other than the Agni that 'burns). Specially 
“as the fact of Agni being the ‘ Vrttra-killer ’ is expressed (not by the 
“ word ‘ Agni ’ itself, but) by the meaning of the words contained in the 
“sentence (quoted above) ; and how can that which is not expressed by 
“ a word be said to be denoted by the word ‘ Agni ’? And then too 
“there is no means’ of ascertaining whether Agni really killed Vi^ttra 
“ or not ; and as such how can the mention of an unreal action make us 
“ believe the Agni to be different (from the ordinary Agni)? And further, 
“ the object expressed by the word ‘ Yrttra,^ as well as the verb Jaiigha- 
“ nat^) being quite unknown in ordinary parlance, how can the passage in 
‘ “ question make us cognise the character of ‘ Agni ’ as belonging to the 
“ ‘killer (of Vrttra)'? Nor can the passage be taken as laying down a 
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new signification of the word * Agni ’ (as that which killed the Vrfctras 
“ is denoted bj the word ‘ Agni ’); because it is in the form of a pure 
“ Arthavada in praise of Agni; and also because the passage cannot be 
taken as describing a real action of Agni, as will be explained by the 
‘‘ B hash ja under the Demtadhikarma oi the Ninth Adhyaya. 

“ For these reasons, the words that should be quoted as showing a 
difference between the meanings of words in the Veda and in ordinary 
“ parlance, are ‘ Trvrit^^ which (in the Veda) means (while in 

“ ordinary usage it means 

“ In conneotion with the above-mentioned passage — * Agnir-vrtlrani 
janglianat ^ — the Bhashya has said that this points to ‘another form of 
“the word Agni^-, hut this is scarcely correct; as a difference in the 
“ property or action of the object denoted does not make any difference in 
“ the form of the word itself. 

“Therefore the difference between the forms of Vedic and ordinary 
“ words must be held to be based upon the differences of accentuation, 

“ as explained above, and not npon any diffei’ences in their significations. 
“And thus we find that there is a distinct difference between the word 
“ used in the Veda and the objects signified by them on the one hand and 
“ those used and expressed in ordinary parlance on the other.’’ 

0 - 

In reply to the above, we have the following : — 

SIDDHINTA (A). 

The words used in the Veda and their meanings are the same as those 
in ordinary parlance. (1) Beoanse if it were not so, the whole of the 
Veda would become absolutely nnanthoritative ; as its authority would be 
fully shaken by tlie fact of its meaning being unknown ; and tbis non-recog- 
nition of the meaning of Vedic passages would lead to the contingencies 
that there would be no such Vedic actions as the Agnihotra and the like, 
and there could be no Vedic Injunctions ; because the Injunctive affixes 
in the Veda could not signify Injunction (because they have this significa- 
tion in ordinary parlance). Nor does the Veda lay down the use of words 
in any sense other than the ordinarily known ones ; because it has been 
shown above that the relationship (between words and their meanings) is 
not fixed by scriptures ; (and hence there would be no means of ascertain- 
ing what any word means in the Veda, if the ordinary meaning were not 
accepted). 

(2) (a) The form of a word as used in the Veda is distinctly found 
over and over again to be non-different from the same as used in ordinary 

45 ' ' 
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parlance (as is pointed out by tbe clause ^ AvihMgat^m th.e sufra), Or 
(h) the ‘ non-diEerence ’ (Amhhaga) spoken of may be taken as pointing out 
the fact that whenever the word ■ Oow ’ is uttered, we have always the same 
cognition of the class ‘Cow’ (whether the word be found in the Veda 
or in ordinary usage). Or (c) it may be taken as pointing to the non- 
difEerence of the rules of pronunciation, &c., as appertaining to the Veda 
and to ordinary parlance. 

(3) In no way can the word, as found in the Veda, and its meaning be 
held to he different from those in ordinary parlance ; because it is only 
when they are accepted to be identical that the fact commonly recognised 
by all sacrificers is not contradicted. (As all persons that perform the 
sacrifices laid down in the Veda accept the words that they meet with in 
Vedio passages to have the same meaning that they have in ordinary 
parlance). 

(4) The Mimausa supplies the only means of ascertaining the true 
meanings of the words in the Veda; and in Mimansa we do not find the 
fact of the words in the Veda being called ‘Vedic^ in contradistinction 
to * worldly ’ accepted as pointing to any actual difference between the 
■words themselves. 

Thus then, the words being actually recognised to be the same in 
both cases, the only difference in their forms that can be perceived, as 
also tbe fact of one being named ‘Vedio’ and tbe other ‘ worldly,’ must 
be accepted as due to the differences in accentuation, &c. And as there is 
no question as to th^ accentuation in the Veda being different (the point at 
issue being the difference in the word), what is the use of bringing forward 
this difference on the present occasion ? 

(1) Then as for. the words * svaru/ ‘ ’ and the like, peculiar to 

the Veda, the mere fact of a few such words in the Veda being different 
from any words in ordinary usage, cannot prove all words in it to be so 
different; specially as such difference is actually denied by the directly 
perceptible recognition of the words being the same in both cases. (2) 
As for the fact of only certain times being laid down as fit for the 
study of Vedic words, and that of its utterance being prohibited for the 
Ctidra, these, as laid down directly in Vedic sentences, are properties 
appertaining to the utterance of Vedic words, as are also the methods of 
accentuation; and none of these can point to any difference in the words 
themselves. (3) As for the difference in the meanings of such words as 
* Agvahrila ' find the like (as found in the Veda arid in ordinary usage) 
there ai^e only a few of such differences, distinctly laid down in certain 
passages of the Veda; and the difference of these cannot justify any 
assertion of such difference in the case of all other words, whose meanings 
are accepted as known ordinarily (and for whom no different meanings ar® 
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laid down in the Veda itself)* (4) In the case of the passage—^the cows 
of the gods walk upon their backs ^ (which has been quoted as pointing to 
the fact of the meaning of the word ‘ Cow V being different from the 
ordinary cow) — it is not found to lay down the fact of the character of the 
cow to belong to certain animals walking on their backs ; and hence inas- 
much as any such animals are absolutely impossible, and the meaning of 
the word ‘ Cow ’ is not cognised as anything different from the ordinary, 
and as the passage itself is found to be supplementary to another Injunc- 
tion, it cannot but be taken as a mere Arthavada. 

Thus then, in., no way do we perceive any difference between the 
two classes of words ; and hence we conclude that the words and their 
meanings that have been explained before, in connection with ordinary 
usage, must be accepted to be the same in the Veda also. 

■ ■■ o— 

' ADHIE ARANA XB). 

And now, we proceed to take up the question, to which the above 
discussion leads us, — namely, does the denotation of a word consist of the 
Class, or of the Individual, or of both ? 

There are various alternatives on this point ; and in ordei? to remove 
all misconceptions with regard to it, we again proceed to show them. 
Whenever the word ‘ Cow Vis uttered, it is found to give rise to the ideas 
of seven things : the Class, the Individual, their Relationship, the 
Aggregate of these, a particular G-ender, Case, Number, and the Word itself. 
In this manner there are eight alternatives with regard to each of these 
two. For instance, is it the Class that is denoted by the word, or the 
Individual, 6r both, or each of them alternately, or both together, or the 
Class qualified by the Individual, or the Individual qualified by the Class ? 
In the same manner we would have as many alternatives, between the Class 
and the Relationship, the Class and the Aggregate, the Glass and the 
Case, the Class and the Number, the Gender and the Class, and so forth ; 
also with regard to each of them as taken all along with all others, — 
thereby we come to have alternatives six times eight (or forty-eight) in 
number ; and yet many other combinations being possible, the number of 
alternatives becomes endless. 


In the FurmpalcsJia, the Bhashya has mentioned only four of these 
alternatives: Does the word signify — (1) the Class by itself, or (2) the 
Individual by itself, or (3) the Individual qualified by the Class, or (4) 
the Class qualified by the Individual ? And these should be taken as 
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iricluding all the other alternatiTes 3 aud as all these are set aside % 
means of the same argumentSj they have not been all pointed out in 
detail. And hence at first we take up for consideration only two of the 
alternatives — Does the word denote the Glass or the Individual ? 

The ground of doubt on this point has bean explained by the Bbashya 
thus: smnanyap 7 'atyay(idvyahtau ca hriyasambhavat (because the cognition 
is that of the Glass, while the action that is laid down can pertain to the 
Individual)* But this is not quite correct; ^because the Individual is often 
found to be cognised; and hence it is not quite correct to speak of the 
Glass as being the in all oases. For if the Individual were never 

cognised (by means of the word), there could be no question as to whether 
it is denoted by the word or not. Hor can the fact of the action appertain- 
ing to the Individual serve as a reason for accepting it to be denoted by 
the word. 

Hence we must accept the ground of doubt to be as we have ex- 
plained before, namely that, inasmuch as both Usage and Gognition are 
found to apply commonly to the Glass and the Individual, and as gram- 
matical works are found to lend special support to the Individual-theory, 
there naturally arises a doubt as to which is to he accepted as the real 
denotation of the word. 

Or, the Bhashya may be construed in the following manner : when a 
word is uttered, ( 1 ) there is a ^Sdmclnyapratyayai^ i.e,, common recognition of 
the Class as well as the Individual; and (2) it is in the Individual 
vyaMau,^) as also in. the Class (this being indicated by the particle ‘ ca ’) 
that Actions — such as fetching^ touching^ building of the altar in the shape 
of the CyBna, and the like — are found to be capable of appertaining 
(hence there naturally arises a doubt as to the real denotation of the 
word). Or, fche meaning of the Bhashya may be explained thus : * Sama- 
nyapratyayat *=hecause we have a cognition of the Glass (Samanya) as also 
of the Individual ; and ‘ Kriydsambhavat ’ is to be taken in the same way 
as before. 


The Bhashya next starts the question — What is the Glass, and what is 
the hidividual ? 

Some people object to this question : Why should this question he 
started over again, when the character of the Class has already been ex- 
plained in the 

This objection does not affect the case. Because (1) the question 
may be taken as put by one who has not quite understood the nature of 
the Class as explained before. Or, (2) there being a doubt as to the true 
signification of the word, on account of its bringing about a cognition of 
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botli fee Individual and the Glass, fee question may be taken as making 
an enquiry as to which portion of fee Cognition (produced by fee word) 
consists of the Individual, and which of the Class ? Or (3) the question 
may be taken as put ironically — the meaning being this: when as a 
matter of fact, we do not perceive anything other than the bodies of the 
Individual cows, grey and the like, wherefore should there be any distinc- 
tion made between fee Class and the Individual ? Or, (4) all discussion 
being for the sake of some business, even though the Class be denoted by 
the word, inasmuch as all actions are found to appertain to the Individual 
(and as such all purposes being served by accepting the Individual to be 
denoted by the word), there can be no use of any discussion as to what is 
the denotation of the word. But as the is actually found to be tak- 
ing great pains in the consideration of the question, it appears that there 
does exist some such thing as Otes, apart from the Individuals ; (and 
hence it is only natural that we should consider fee question as to what 
is this Otos and what the Individual). 

In reply to the above question, the Bhashya says : Dravyagnna- 
harmanam sdmanyamatram jatih — {Class is the commonality of Substances, 
Fro^yerties and Actions) , 

A mere explanation of the form of the Glass serves to satisfy those 
persons that had put the question either from ignorance, or from doubt ; 
while for one who had put it out of spite, we offer the following explana- 
tion : Though the Class is not perceived as anything totally different from 
the Individual, yet at the time that we perceive certain individual 
cows, the grey one and the like, we have an idea of a certain character 
that is common to all the various individuals perceived, as has been 
shown in the Tarhapdda; and it is this commonality that constitutes fee 
Class, and feat which is other than this (ie., feat which is peculiar to 
each cow) is fee Individual. 

This explanation of ‘Class* in the Bhashya does not serve either to 
assert the existence of the Class, or to bring forward proofs for its exis- 
tence ; it only serves to distinguish the Class from the Individual. It is 
wife a view to this feat we have the word ‘ m^tra * (mere) ; for if mere 
distinction from the Individual were not meant, this word would have 
been superfluous . 

If the question be taken as asking what is the Class feat is meant to 
be something apart from the Individuals, then the answer may be taken 
as pointing out that the Class that we mean is the mere commonality of 
individual Substances, Properties and Actions, and not anything totally 
different from the Individuals. 

(1) And what is meant by this ‘commonality* may be taken as the 
summum genus ‘Being,’ which s common to all Substances, Properties 
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and Actions, this including all the lower genera therein contained; (2) 
or the word commonality’ may be taken separately with each of these 
(Sabstances, Properties and Actions), the Classes meant being the three 
classes of ‘ Substance,’ ‘ Property ’ and ^ Action’ ; as there is no business 
pertaining to the genus ‘ Being’; (3) or, on account of the word 

the Classes meant may be all the Classes known in the world — 
from the summum genus ‘ Being’ down to the smallest Class in existencei 

The Individual is explained by the Bhashy a as — ‘ asadhUranaviqeslia 
vyaJcHh ’ ; and in this the compound ‘ asMharanmigBshdh ’ must be taken 
as BahuvnJii , — the meaning of the Bhashya being that tJiai which has a specific 
peculiarity is the Individ ml. And it cannot mean that the Individual con- 
sists of the specific peculiarities themselves (the said compound being ex- 
plained as Earmadhdraya ) ; because in a subsequent chapter, the Bhashya 
distinctly speaks of the Individual m receptacle of (and as such 
something different from) the peculiarities ; and also because we have cer- 
tain Bmrti texts that point out the Individual to be diiferent from the 
peculiarities. 

Hence we conclude that it is only right to start the question as to 
whether the word denotes the Class or the Individual. 


And on this point we have the following— 

PtjrRYAPAKSHA 

“We conclude that it is only the Individual that is denoted by the 
“word; (1) because it is only when the word signifies the Individual, 
“that we can have any Injunction of such actions (Sutra 30) as hilling, wash^ 
^Hng, cutting and so forth, which would be absolutely impossible if words 
“signified the Class; (2) because it is only then that we can have even 
“ordinary directions in the world, such as — ‘Devadatta, drive the cows,’ 
“and the like; (3) because only in that case could we have the various 
“ Numbers and Cases of Nouns; that is to say, if the Individual were 
“denoted by the word, then alone could we have such expressions as 
“ Yrhshau, VrhshSlhhyam, &c., where we have the Dual number, and the In- 
“ strumental Case, in addition to the Noun ; as for t}}e Class, it is only one, 
“ and as such no Number, dual or plural, could pertain to it ; nor (being im- 
“ material) can it have any Cases belonging to it; and hence if the Class 
“ were accepted to form the denotation, such expressions as ‘ Vrkshau,' and 
^ YrhshabhyUm^ would be absolutely impossible; (4) and hence if the 
“ direct denotation of a word consisted of the Class, it would be necessary 
“in the case of each sentence, to accept an indirect Indication (of the 
“ word) pointing to the Individual; and hence all Vedic passages would 
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come to be taken in their indirect significations only ; on the other hand, 
“if the word be accepted to denote the Individual, in all sentences, there 
“would be a direct co-extensiveness— exactly as in the expression 
“ ‘ Devadatta is a man ’ (and there would be no necessity of having 
“recourse to any indirect signification); while in the Class-theory, it 
“ would be necessary even in such simple instances to have recourse to 
“ indirect Indication ; and hence too, the Individual would come to be 
“acknowledged to be denoted by the word; (5) when we meet with such 
“ Yedic Injunctions as — ‘one should kill the animal,’ we proceed to 
“ carry on the subsequent husiness with the Tongue, Heart, &c., of the 
“ individual animal that is killed ; and not with the whole Class ‘ animal ’; 
“(6) and again, all actions stand in need of certain substances ; and 
“ hence if the words in an Injunction were accepted to be denotative of 
“ the Individual, then alone could the Injunction be found to lay down 
“something that is needed, not otherwise ; (7) the Individual being a 
“definite entity (acknowledged by all of us), that alone, and not the 
“ Class, can be rightly accepted as being denoted by a word. And 
“ for all these reasons, we conclude that it is the Individual that is denoted 
“ by the word. 

“ Some people might ask — ‘Why should we not accept both the 
“ Individual and the Class to be denoted by tbe word ? That would be 
“ quite in keeping with usage and comprehension.’ This cannot be ; 
“ because this woald involve the assumption of a manifold potency in the 
“ word, which is not allowable; specially as the comprehension of the one 
“(the Class) can very well be explained as being due to the intimate 
“ relationship that it bears to the other (the Individual) ; and hence we 
“must accept the Individual to be denoted by the word. 

“It may be asked — ‘How then do you explain the idea of com- 
“ monality that we have ? * We can explain this as brought about by its 
“ relationship to the Individuals. 

“ It may be argued that — ‘ when we actually find that an action is 
“ otherwise impossible, then alone can this Apparent Inconsistency justify 
“our accepting the Individual to be denoted by the word; whereas in 
“ all other cases, inasmuch as it is the Class that is cognised first, we 
“ must hold the word to be denotative of the Class.’ This cannot be ; 
“ because this too would necessitate the assumption of manifold poten- 
“ cies in each word ; and as, in that case, the denotation being always 
“ uncertain, the true meaning of an Injunction would always remain 
“ doubtful. 

“ Some people argue thus : ‘ One who holds an Individual to he 
“ denoted by the word, can have no ground for applying that word to any 
“other Individual.’ But there is no such real difficulty; as there is 
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** always such a ground available, in the shape of the fact of the one 
Indiyidual belonging to the same Glass as the other. 

“There is a difficulty in the Bhashya here. Having started the 
“ question — ‘ how then do we have an idea of commonality^ ? — the Bhashya 
“ I’e plies — ^ the Glass would serve as the marie But the reply is quite 
“ irrelevant ; because what was wanted to be known was the reason for 
“ the idea of commonality^ while what the reply points out is the ground' s^ 
“for applying the same word to many Individuals 1 Therefore we must 
“ take the Bhashya here to be elliptical, explaining it thus : Question ( 1) 

“ — ‘ How then do we have an idea of commonality ? Answer — ‘ Through the 
relationship it hears to the Individuals.* Question (2) — \But how is the 
“ same word applicahle to another Individual ? * Answer—* Through the Glass 
“ which serves as the marh (common to all of them).’ Or, we may explain 
“ the Bhashya in the following manner : Being asked — * How then do we 
“have an idea of commonality?’ — the Furvapahshiy finding himself un- 
“able to absolutely deny the said idea of commonality, seeks refuge in 
** the theory that the word denotes the Individual qualified by the Glass, 

“ — the meaning of the word ^ cihna * being qualification, Sbud the passage 
“ * dhrtigcihnahhuts, hhavishyati,* meaning that the Glass (commonality) 

“ could he recognised as the qualification of the Individual. 

“Thus then, even the idea of commonality cannot be urged against 
“the Individualistic theory. And we conclude that the denotation of a 
“ word consists of the Individual, either by itself, or as qualified by the 
“ Class. 

“ And it is only then that we can accept the number *'six ’ — -in the 
“ sentence * six cows ’ — to belong to the cows {Sutra 31). 

“ And also in the case of the Injunction that, — if the animal kept for 
** a sacrifice happens to be lost, we should obtain another of the same 
“colour — unless we accept the word ‘ animal ' to denote the individual 
** animal, the word * another ’ could not point to another animal ; nor 
“ would it be possible to speak of this another as being * of the same 
** colour.' Because if the whole Glass * Animal ' were denoted by the 
**word * Animal’; the one animal would be as much an animal as||he 
** other; and hence even if another animal had to be fetched, it Wftdd 
“not be another (but the same Animal); nor can the Class be to 
“be * of the same colour’ (as the former animal). And hence w#con» 

** elude that it is the Individual that is denoted by the word.” 
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To all tliis we ‘make fclie follow 

SIDDHANTA (B). 

(<is explained in the Bhashya,} 

It can never be tliat tlie Individual is denoted by tbe word; as it is 
the Glass that is denoted by it; because we meet with such passages as— 
Gyenacitam cinvUa^^ where the two meanings that could be possible are— 
‘(1) ‘ one should build up a particular CyEna bird/ or (2) ‘ he should build 
the Glass Cvena/ 

But as for the Individual pjeiia bird, any number of bricks could not 
build up any such bird; specially as we cannot build up a bird evcm with 
the arteries and tendons taken out of a dead bird ; and thus the naentioii 
of ‘ bricks ^ precludes all possibility of the making of a live bird ; and we 
would also have to assume a certain purpose for the building of a bird 
out of brick and mortar; in which case we would have the further dis- 
advantage of having to take the word ^ cinmta^ in a figurative sense 
of preparing^ instead of making) ; and lastly, such an intepretation would 
involve a breach of the grammatical law ^ EarmanyagnyUkJiyayam^ 
(Panini III — ii— 12) explained above. And hence the passage cannot be 
taken to mean that one should make, hy the building, a Qyma bird. 

In the same manner, (1) it is equally impossible to build up the 
Class ‘fJyeua’ with bricks and mortar, as it is created by God alone; (2) 
such an iuterprelation would necessitate the assumption of some purpose 
for this making of the Class ; (3) and also the taking of the word ‘ cinvUa ^ 
in a sense not its own; and (4) this would also involve a breach of the 
grammatical rule quoted above. Hence the passage cannot be taken even 
to mean that one should make the Glass ‘pyena/ 

Thus then, the only resource left to us is to take the passage to 
mean that hy the building (collection of bricks) one should make an altar of 
the shape of the Qyend bird. In this case it is impossible for the altar to 
be made similar to any particular fyena bird ; and we cannot make it 
witnilar to all the individual birds ; specially as it is absolutely impossible 
to ascertain the similitude of such birds as have not yet been born, or of 
those that are yet to be born; and it is only possible to make an altar 
having a shape that is common to the whole Glass Hence we 

conclude that the Class alone can be held to be denoted by tbe word. 

All objection is here raised: “ Why cannot the passage be taken 
to mean* that one should build up the altar with the bodies of dead~ Cyena 
birds, the compound ^ Gyenacitam^ being, taken as ^ QyBtmaigcitam^ (the 
Instrumental ? 

To this question, the Bhashya replies that the word ^ Cyena ' is the 
46 
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objective (and not the In&triimetifc), Bub tbis is not correct. In tbe 
passage itself the word ‘ Gyma * has no independent signification of its 
own ; nor is it found to have the Accusative termination to itself, as this 
termination appears after the whole compound ‘ Cyenacita ^ and as such 
it cannot be taken as signifying the objective^ Therefore we must make 
use of the aforesaid grammatical in denying tbe fact of the word 

* Cyena * having an Instrumental signification. The sutra. means that ^ the 
hmp affix is added to the root cv when it is preceded by an objective noun^ 
specially when the root cf signifies the altar of sacrificial fire * ; and as the 
rooted’ by itself cannot signify the altar, it is only the root ending in 
the kvip affix — ^as is possible only in such compounds as ‘ Cyenacita ® 
(where the noun * ’ must be the objective, in order to make the 

particular affix Jmp possible, in accordance with the above-quoted 
— that can be taken to mean the altar ; fcnd the word ^ ^yBna^ cannot bo 
held to have any independent meaning of itself (apart from the compound). 
And hence we must conclude that the word * QyBna ’ eannot be taken to be 
in the Instrumental Case, Even if the Instrumental Case were admitted^ 
(1) there would be no rule by which we could have a compound,, under 
the circumstances ; (2) over and above this, we would have to assume the 
Instrumental case-ending, which does not exist j (3) by assuming the 
(bodies of the) QyBna birds to be the materials for making the altar, it 
wonld involve an ahandonning of the which have been distinctly 

laid down as the material to be employed in the building; and (4) there 
would be a needless sinful slaughter of so many Cyena birds, when there 
are other means of accomplishing the same thing. Thus then , it being 
impossible for the W’ord ^ Qyena ' to be taken in the Instramental Case, we 
must take the passage to mean that mie should build the altar similar in 
shape to the Cyena bird. And as such an interpretation would be possible 
only if the word Gyena^) denoted the Class — as we have shown above — 
we must admit the Class to be denoted by the word. 

Ohjectio7i: It is not so; the possibility of the single action of the 

** making of the altar cannot be accepted as sufficient reason for accept- 
ing the Class to be the denotation of a word ; specially as we have 
** already shown that there are many actions — like hilling^ wasliing^^l^ 
which would be possible, only if the Individual were accepted tube denoted 
“ by the word. And as the passages laying down actions like these latter 
‘‘ are very many, while you have got only one passage in support of your 
theory, it is far more reasonable to hold the word to denote the Indi- 
“ vidual. If it be urged that — ‘ even in accordance with the Class- 
theory, in the case of the Injunctions of such actions as washing and the 
like, we can have the Individual pointed out by indirect Indication,'— 
we reply that it is far more reasonable to accept the Individual theory, 
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and liave recourse to indirect Indication in the single passage tieatiiig oi 
®Hlie (while you have got to have recourse to it in the case of 

^ recourg^- - 

■^Vto an indirect signification in one case than in many. And as for the 
Instrumental Taiptirusha (in * Cyenaci^a^) we can accept it, as being 
^‘ absolutely necessary. Eor these reasons (it being possible to take the 
'^‘ passage to mean that one should make the altar of the bodies of CySna 
birds), — and because it is only when the word is accepted as denoting the 
“ Individual, that there can be different numbers and cases in connection 
“ with ISTouns, — we must conclude that a word always denotes the Indi- 
^‘.viduaL’V 


In view of these objections we proceed to offer another exposition of 
of the BiddhUnta. 

It is the Class that is denoted by the word. Why ? (1 ) Because it 

is the Class or Commonality that is cognised before (the Individual) ; 

(2) because a word is not found to give rise to a mixed conceptiou ; and 

(3) because when the order ‘ bring the cow ’ is given, the person ordered 
brings any cow that he likes. 

To explain these arguments — (1) when the word “ Cow ” is uttered, 
before we have an idea of any Individuals, it is the Commonality that 
we have an idea of ; and when the form of this Commonality has been 
duly comprehended, then alone are the Individuals cognised. Thus then, 
inasmuch as for the cognition of the Class there is no other means (save 
the word), while the cognition of the Individuals is actually brought 
about by the cognition of the Class, we conclude that the word denotes 
the Class. 

(2) If the Individuals were denoted by the word, then, inasmuch as 
the individual cows are found to have various characters — such as the 
variegated colour, absence of borrts, &o., — tbe idea brought about by the 
word would be a mixed one (partaking of all these characters), while as a 
matter of fact we find the word giving rise to a single uniform conception 
(of tbe Commonality) j and thus too we conclude that it is the Class that 
is denoted by the word. 

(3) When a person is ordered to ‘ bring the cow,* if no particular cow 
happens to be specially pointed out, either by tbe character of tbe work in 
band or by tbe other concurrent circumstances, tbe person ordered is 
found to bring in any common cow, au'd not any particularly specified 
cow, or all the cows in tbe world. If, boWever, the individual cow were 
denoted by tbe word, then the mentioti' of the word ‘ Cow * would have 
pointed to all the individual cows in tbe world, which would have to be 
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broiigliL m by tbe person ordered; or lie could bring in only that one 
particular cow wbich would be denoted by tbe word. But as a matter of 
f?/cb‘ 'vv'e'find tYiKt tbe only reatrietioTi 

tbat it sbouid possess tbe comimon character of the ^ Cow/ And hence too 

we conciude that the Class is denoted by the word. 

If, however, tbe Individual be held to be denoted by the wordy tbere 
could be only the following three alternatives : (1) Tbat all Individuals 
should be denoted independently by themselves; (2) or that the conglom- 
eration of all Individuals as qualified by a particular Individual should 
be denoted ; (3) or that only one particular Individual be denoted. 

(j) Now, it is not possible for all Individuals to be denoted; {a) 
because that would necessitate the assumption of manifold denotative 
potencies in the word ; (h) because (the Individuals being transient) the 
relationship between the word and its denotation would become transient ; 
(c) because, the conception of all the Individuals being absolutely impos- 
sible, the full relationship of the word with its denotation would never be 
comprehended, and as such, there could be no usage of the word or any 
business carried on (such as the following of one another’s directions, &c.) ; 
as referring to many Individuals, the wordVCow ’ would be always used 
ill the Plural, like the word ‘ eight ’ ; and as such it would never be pos- 
sible to apply to it either the Dual or the Singular number; (c) as the 
white colour cannot exist in all the Individual cows denoted by the word 
‘Cow,’ there could be no co-extensiveness (of the qualification and the 
qualified) in the expression ‘white cow’; and (/) because in the case of the 
"Vedio Injunction ‘ one should sacrifice with the animal,’ as it would he 
impossible to perform a sacrifice with all indiridual animals^ such Injunc- 
tions, and thence the Veda, would lose all authority. 

(2) Similarly too, it is nob possible to admit the Conglomeration of 
the Individuals to be denoted by the word; (a) because in this case also 
all the Individuals will have to be denoted, as forming the Conglomeration, 
and hence this theory too would be open to all the aforesaid six objections ; 
{h) because such a theory would necessitate the assumption of a Conglom- 
eration apart from the Individuals; (c) as no usage is found to 
appertain to any such Conglomeration, the denotation of words would bo 
absolutely useless (as the sole use of denotations lies in the accomplisli- 
meiit of usage); (d) the Units forming the Conglomeration being all 
destructible, the Conglomeration would also be destructible ; and hence 
the relationship of the word with its denotation would become transient ; 
(e) the Conglomeration being one only, there would be no Plural or Dual 
Number in Nouns ; if) nor would there be any co-extensiveness between 
the qunlification and the qualified, in the expression ‘ white cow’; because 
the Conglomeration of all cows cannot be said to be white; {g) the 
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Gongloraeiation being shapeless, no sacrifices could be perfornxed with 
it ; and that would shake the authority of all Vedio Injunctions. 

(3) If a single Individual be held to be denoted by the word, then 
too,— (a) there would be a non-eternality of the relationship (of the word 
and its denotation) ; {h) as it could not be ascertained which one particular 
Iiidi’^^idual is denoted, no business would be possible; (c) there could be 
no idea of Oommonality ; (d) ISTouns could never have the Plural or the 
Dual number; (e) no use of the word t Cow ’ could be possible, prior to 
tlie birth, and after the death, of the particular cow denoted; (/) the 
word ‘ Cow ^ giving rise to an idea of the ‘ Cow ^in general, there can be 
no particular reason for asserting that it is only this particular cow, and 
not that, wliich is denoted by the word. 


We now proceed to explain the text of the Bhashya : 

If any particular cow were denoted, the word could never give us 
an idea of any other cow; and as such it could never be nsed^witli 
reference to any other cow save the one held to he denoted ; bec^se at 
any other time, the particular cow denoted by the word oti the former 
occasion would not he existing at the subsequent time, the one present at 
this time being totally different from the former. Specially as the 
Individual is said to be fi^ee from all generic and specific propei-ties ; and 
apart from such properties, there is nothing in the Individual, by which 
it could be referred to (by any word). 

Question : Just as one Individual is free from such generic and 

“ specifi.c properties, so would also the second he free from them ; and 
“ hence, just as the word is found to apply to the one Individual free from 
“ such properties, in the same manner would it also be applicable to the 
‘‘ other Individual, which is equally free from them. If this other Indi- 
“ vidual had the form of either the genus or the species, then alone would 
‘ it he different in character from the former Individual ; and in that case 
“ alone would the word he found inapplicable to it. As a matter of fact, 
“ however, both of them are found to be equally free from such forms; 
“ and as such the word would be equally applicable to both of them.’^ 

A'iisiver : If the application of the woi'd to one Individual, as also to 
the other, be based upon the fact of their being free from generic and spe- 
cific properties, then this freedom itself would constitute their Oommonality ; 
and as such youi* explanation^would be a tacit admission of our theory ; 
and it seems you are only opposed to the use of the word Class. 

vSays the FUrvapalcshi : “ We do not meantliat the word applies to one 
Individual, as also to another, on account of their freedom'from generic 
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and specific propei’ties ; all that we mean is that the Indmdnal is 
^‘cognised in the form of b, negation of all things that differ from ib either 
‘‘ in its generic or specific form^ And in that case, how can onr declaration 
“be said to be tantamount to the admission of the denotation of a com- 
“ nionality ? Because an Individual is the substratum of the generic 
*‘and specific properties, it cannot be these properties themselves. And 
“hence what we hold is that just as the word is found applicable to one 
“ Individual, which is diJKerent from generic and specific properties, so, 
in the same manner would it be applicable to another Individual also.”’ 

The Siddkdnti mpliQa: If the word be applicable to Individuals on 
account of these latter being free from generic and specific properties, 
then in that case, the word comes to be denotative of a Commonality. 
And if there be no commonality, then one word cannot apply to two 
Individuals ; because if a word were applicable to one Individual, without 
this latter having the commonality that belongs to another Individual 
denoted by the word, then t||e word ‘ Cow ’ would be applicable to an 
individual horse also I And certainly this would be a too extensive use of 
thegtedl 

^ys the PUrvapaksht : — “ It is not so ; the application of all words 
“ being independent of all commonality^ their usage would be regulated by 
“actual usage; and as such there could be no such absurd usage of 
“words as you have pointed out.” 

The Siddh^nti: If mere usage be held to regulate the application of 
words, then* the word * Cow ’ never yet having been been used with 
reference to the particular cow born to-day, this could not be spoken of 
as a * Cow.’ Thus then, if the application of words is regulated by usage, 
it becomes too limited; otherwise it becomes too extensive as shown 
above. Following this line of argument, the Bhashya says that the com- 
mon notion of the Oow would not apply to di&rent Individuals-— as that 
^ this is a cow ’ and ‘ that is a cow,’ and so forth; but this is not quite 
relevant to what just precedes it; hence this argument of the Bhashya 
must be taken along with (and in support of) the proposition that, ‘ if the 
word denoted a particular Individual it could never be applied to any other 
Individual.’ 

Says the FurvapaksM : “But the application of words could be re- 
“ gulated by the denotative potencies of the words themselves ; a word 
“ applying, and being used with reference to that Individual which it may 
“be capable of denoting; while if in regard to any Individual it had 
“ no* such potency, it would not apply to it. And hence the word ‘cow’ 
“ being capable of denoting the Individual Gows only, it is with reference 
“ to these only that the word ‘ cow ’ could be used.” 

But this too cannot regulate the application of words ; because the 
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potentiality of a word cannot be ascertained before it; has been used; and 
the cognition of the potentiality of a word would depend upon its usage ; 
and as such being itself non-existent at the using of the word, how could 
the cognition of the potentiality of the word regulate the application (and 
the usage) of the word ? And further, even though the person addressed 
could ascertain the potentiality of the word from its use, how could the 
speaker himself know that the word ‘ cow ’ is applicable to the individual 
coiv, and not to the individual horse? And he would be as liable to using 
the word ‘ cow ^ with reference to the horse as to the cow. 

The FurvapaJcshz : ‘‘ Why could we not have the application re- 
** gulated by the Class, — the word ‘ cow * applying to all individuals, that 
“ would be found to be qualified by the class ‘ cow ’ (or generic character 
“of the cow) ; while it would not apply to those not so qualified; and 
“ thus it would not apply to the horse (which is not found to be qualified 
“ by the generic character of the cow) ; and in this manner, the application 
“ of all words would be very eavsily regulated.” 

True ; such a regulation would be possible ; but you have come to our 
way of thinking. Because unless the word ‘ Cow * denotes the qualification, 
— the generic character of the coiv, — how can the application of the word 
be restricted to the individual cow only? And if this generic character be 
held to be previously denoted, it would be an admission of the denotability 
of the Class by the word. 


The Furvayahshi now brings forward another argument : “ It is true 
“ that the class is denoted ; but the fact is that it appears as the qualifica- 
iioxi oi the individual, occupying only a secondary position ; while the 
“individual forms the primary element in the denotation of a word. 
“Hone of us areveryanxioustoassertthatboth(theClassandtheTndivT- 
“ dual) are not expressed by the word. The fact is that some of us hold 
“ one thing (the Individual) to be the primary and other (the Class) the 
“secondary denotation of the word; and hence has it been declared that 
* the individual constitutes the primary denotation of the word.’ Thus it 
“is that the regulation of tlie applications of a word, the cognitions of 
“both the Class and the Individual, the possibility of such actions as 
“ hilling, tvashing, &c., — all become explicable.” 

To this, the other party makes the following reply : This is not pos- 
sible ; because if the Class be admitted to have been previously denoted by 
tbe word, the whole force of the word will have been taken up in this 
denotation, and it cannot be said to denote the Individual ; nor is it proper 
to admit the word to have more than one denotation, when the cognition of 
the Individual is capable of being otherwise got at, through its connection 
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with the Glass (a cognition whereof is alway,s found to point to that of 
the Iiidividnal) j because it is only by means of the Ap[)areut Inconsis- 
tency (of the fact of the cognition of something being brought about by 
a word) tliat we admit a potentiality, in that word, of expressing that 
thing; hut in the case of the cognition of the Individual, we find that it is 
got at by other means ; and as such the Apparent Inoousistency having dis- 
appeared, there can be no ground for postulating a potentiality, in the 
word, of denoting the Individual. Hor are words always found to denote 
only one particular Glass ; as we actually find words like ’ de- 

noting more than one Glass (as it lias many meanings). Invariable concomi- 
tance too, both negative and positive, is found to point to the fact of a 
word not denoting the Individual ; for instance, even when the word has 
not been uttered, the person who has known the Glass (* Oow ’) at once re- 
cognises the Individual ; while even when the word has been pronounced, 
if the person addressed has never known the Class, he is found incapable 
of having any idea of the Individual. Hence we conclude that it is the 
Class that is denoted by the word. 


The PurvapaiesM puts forward another theory : “ Why cannot we ad- 
‘‘mit the denotation of the word to consist in the Glass as qiialified by the 
^^Lidividucdr^^ 

The propounding of this theory may be explained in various ways : 
(1) It may have been propounded as a combination of the two extreme theo- 
ries ; and as such, in keeping with both usage and cognition, (2) Or, it 
may be that it has been pat forward with the indirect motive of estab- 
lishing the Individualistic theory, the chain of reasoning, in tlie mind 
of the propoiindei*, being somewhat like this : “ The Siddhanti might, by 
“my putting forward this theory, be lulled into the belief that in this his 
“ opponent admits the denotability of the Class ; and hence, with a view 
“ to explain the possibility of such actions as tvashing, &c., he might come 
“to admit of the denotability of the Individual also, though only as a 
“ q[ualificatiou ; and thus having made him admit the denotahility of the 
“ Individual as qualifying the Class, it would become easy for me to lead 
“ him on to my main position, that it is the Individual, and not the Glass, 
“ that is denoted by the word.’' 

But the Siddhanti fully understands the trick, and replies accord- 
ingly ; If that be the case, the word would not be applicable to the Class as 
qualified by another Individual. That is to say, if the word be held to de- 
note the Glass as qualified by a particular Inrlividual, then this theory 
too would be open to all the objections that have been urged above against 
the purely Individualistic theory — namely, the necessity of assiuning 
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manifold potencies in a word, &c., &c., and fclie impossibilitj of tlie word 
to anoiiier Individual; because in tbe case of each Individual the 
qualifioation (of the Class) would be different. Hence we oonclude that 
the Glass is denoted by the word. 

Objection : But the Class is always recognised as the secondary ele- 
^^ment in the denotation of a word; and hence the primary denotation 
must consist in somethiog else.’* 

It is not so; because it is the Class alone that is denoted by the word ; 
as for its being the primary or the secondary factor in the denotation, if 
such character be dependent upon the wish of the speaker as to what he 
may desire to 'express by the word, we have nothing to say against it; but 
this cannot shake off the fact of the Class forming the true denotation of 
the word. And actually at the time that it is denoted by the word, it is 
not cognised as the secondary factor ; and consequently the mere fact of its 
being meant to be the secondary factor cannot affect our position. 

Objection: On account of the arguments urged in the FurvapaJcshay 

we cannot but accept the Individual to be denoted by the word. If it 
“be urged that — ^ in that case the word could not be applicable to other 
“Individuals,* — (we reply) the Class would serve as the distinguishing 
“ mark (even though itself not denoted by the word). For instance, when 
“two men have passed through a village, one of them asks— ‘ which was 
“the house of Devadatta ? * — the other replies: ‘the house that had 
“ many crows over it was Devadatta’s ’ ; and in this case we find that 
“ though the existence of the croivs is not denoted by the word ‘ Deva- 
“ datta*s house, * yet it serves as a distinguishing mark whereby the man 
“ knows the actual house called ‘ Devadatta’s house ’ ; in the same manner, 
“ though the Class is not actually denoted by the word ‘ Cow, * yet it will 
“serve as the distinguishing mark whereby we would know the actual 
“ Individual called ‘ Cow. * 

“ The Bhashya has cited the word ^I)an4^* (the man with the stick) ; 
“ the sense being that just as the JDan^cc is not actually denoted by the 
“ word * Dan4t ' though it serves as the distinguishing mark of the person 
“called ^JDandz,^ in the same manner could the Class serve as the dis- 
“ tinguishing mark of the Individual denoted. 

“ Against this example of the Bhashya, the following objections are 
“raised: (1) ‘In the word Danclz its base JDanda is actually found fo 
“ denote the JDanda ; how then can it be asserted that tbe word JDavdt docs 
“not denote tbe JDazida ? (2) The fact that is under consideration is that 
“ of the Class serving as the distinguishing mark; while the example that 
“ has been cited is one of qualification *1 \ 

“But none of these objections affect the main position — (1) What is 
“meant by the assertion of the JDamla not being denoted is that it is 
47 
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not; denoted by tbe affix (em), in tbe word * Band! V tbe sense tims being 
that, just as in tbe case of the word ^ Dan dz/ tbongb tbe Dan<i^a is not 
actually denoted by tbe affix, and yet it is found to point to a person 
qualified hy the possession of the Banda^ in the same manner in tbe case in 
‘‘ question, tbougli tbe Glass is not denoted, yet tbe word would denote tbe 
“ Individual as qualified by the Class. (2) As for tbe objection that the 
“ matter in question being the fact of tbe Class serving as the 
ing marh^ it was not proper for tbe Bbasbya to cite an instance of quali- 
“ fication^ — this is not a proper objection ; because the distinguishing marh 
‘‘ too is only a qualification after all. Or, it may be that tbe example cited 
** beai’s a similarity to tbe main question, in various phases of it — 
“ fiucli as some may be similar to it on tbe point of non- denotability (as in tbe 
‘^case of the word * Bandl ’), while some may be so only on tbe point of 
‘‘ its serving as a distinguishing mark (as in the case of ‘ Devadatta’s house ’) ; 
“and thus there is nothing wrong in the example cited by the Bliashya. 

“And in tins theory there can be neither a too narrow,’ nor a too 
“ wide, application of the word (as urged above) against the purely Indi- 
“ vidual is tic theory. ’’ 

But all this is not quite to the point. It is true that the /ma^e of Beva- 
dabta^ and the man with the stick &>ve denoted (by the words ‘Devadatta’s 
house,’ and ‘ DancJt ’ ) ; but the presence of the crows serves as the dis- 
tinguishing mark of the bouse, only when it is actually seen bj tbe eyes ; and 
so also tbe possession of the stick is recognised as tbe distinguishing mark 
of tbe Bandl ^ only by means of this latter word ; -while in the case in 
question, the class ‘ Cow ’ is not before us ; and as such, not being in any 
way cognised, it could not serve as the diatinguisbing mark (unless it were 
admitted to be denoted by the word itself) j and so long as the qualification 
(Glass) has not been cognised, there can be no idea of the qualified (In- 
dividual), ISTor is any portion of the word ‘ Cow’ found to denote the 
Class ‘ Cow, ’ as the word ‘Danda,’ forming part of the word ‘ Dandi, ’ is 
found to denote the sticky and as such we cannot admit that the first 
portion of the word ‘ Cow ’ denotes the Class (the qualification) while the 
second portion signifies tbe Individual (as qualified by it) [just as in tlie 
word ‘ ’ the first part ^ Banda ^ signifies the qualifying while 

the second part, the affix, denotes the person qualified by tbe stick]. Thus 
then, if the Class be held to be denoted by the word ‘ Cow, ’ it is this alone 
that can be accepted as constituting the true denotation of the word. And 
(if not, then) that which is not cognised nob being capable of serving as 
the distinguishing mark, the contingency of the too wide an application of 
the word remains unexplained. In the case of the word ‘ Bandi, ’ tbe case 
is a little difiierent j as the word cannot be used with roforence to tbe stick 
only ; and as such it cannot but be admitted to be denotative of tbe person 
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qualified (by tlie possession of the stick) ; whereas the word Cow ' canuofe 
be said to be incapable of being used with reference to the Class * Cow, ' 
and as such, necessarily pointing to the Individual as qualified (by tlie 
Glass). Because in the case of such expressions \Cyenacita' and the 
like, we actually find the word * Qtjena \ used with reference to the Class. 
And also from invariable concomitance, both negative and positive, we con- 
clude that the word denotes the Class : for instance, in the passage speak- 
of thQ \ Cyenacita^ ’ we actually find the word ‘Cyem’ used with reference 
to the Class; and we never find any instance of a word being used with 
reference to the Individual independently of the Class. 

The above arguments also serve to reject all the other alternative 
theories that have been put forward with regard to the denotation of a 
word. And thus we conclude that the Word denotes the Class. 


The Purvapaksha arguments— m 2 ?., of the impossibility of the Injunc- 
tions of such actions as hilling j wusMng, Sdq. — -that have been summed up 
under— 

Sutra (34). ‘" There would be no Actions, and the Injunctions 
would refer to something else, and not to Substances 

Are set aside by the following — 

Sutra (35). The performance of the actions is for the sake of 
a transcendental result ; and there is no disjunction. 

All actions of washing^ hilling^ &c., being performed for the sake of 
certain transcendental results, their performance must be taken as part 
of the means of the accomplishment of such results ; and the means of 
fulfilling the transcendental results are the Substances, and not the Class ; 
as the former are pointed out by the sacrifices by themselves for their own 
accomplishment, while the latter is incapable of accomplishing any sacri- 
fices. Consequently the denotation of the Class must be accepted, for the 
sake of the pointing out of the exact Substance, and not for the sake of the 
Class itself — (1) because a cognition of the Class by itself is not vvhat is 
sought after; (2) because in that case a denotation of the Class alone 
would have only a transcendental result ; and (3) because, being incorporeal, 
it is not found capable of helping the sacrifice in any way. Even in a 
case when the Class as signified by a basic noun is recognised as the 
means of performing a sacrifice (as in * Somena yojetd’), it is recognised 
only as pointing to a definite Substance, and not to itself independently, 
as by itself it is of no particular use in the performance of the sacrifice. 
Thus then, the denotation of the Class pointing to a defiuite Substance, 
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and the Substance being quite capable of being related to the actions of 
hilling^ ivasMng, <^ 0 ., as also to Genders, Numbers and Oases, — there is 
nothing that can be urged against our theory. 

It is with a view to this that the Szttra says — there is no disjunction. 
That is to say, (1) even in accordance with the Class-theory, there is no 
disjunction of the actions of washing^ from the Substances; or (2) the 
denotation of the Glass serving the purpose of pointing to a definite Sub- 
stance, there is no disjunction of the performance of the actions mentioned 
above ; or (8) there being no absolute difference between the Class and 
the Individual, the Substance is pointed out, at times in the form of the 
Individual, and at others, in that of the Class, in accordance with the wish 
of the speaker; and as such words being found to denote both forms of 
things, even when the Individual is denoted (by the word), it does not 
necessitate any multiplicity in the performance of the action ; or (4) the 
Class not being totally different from the Individual, the sacrifices per- 
formed with reference to the Individual may be accepted as performed 
with reference to the Class also, and vice versa; and thns in no case is it 
necessary to make any difference in the performance of Actions (or Sacri- 
fices); or (5) both the Class and the Individual serve the purpose of 
accomplishing a sacrifice ; with reference to whichsoever of these two, the 
sacrifice may be performed, both of them come to be recognised as useful ; 
and as such there is no disjunction (of the Actions) from the Substance. 

Thus then, even in accordance with the Class-theory, such Actions as 
hilling, washing, &o., being quite possible, we conclude that it is the Class 
that constitutes the denotation of the word. 


Thus ends the Third — Smrti — Fdda of the First Adhydya. 


ADHYaYA l 

PiDA lY. 

Treating op the Names oe Sacrifices. 

ADHIKABANA (i). 

(Divided into two AdliihuTanas in the YoirtihcL : A.-^that such words as ^ ndbhidf 
also help in the knowledge of Dharma ; and B,-^that such words are 
names of sacrifices.) 

Question: Tlie aufcliority of the Yeda together with the 
having been established, the present was the time for considering the 
i meanings of Veda passages (which also are the means of knowing 

Dharma); wherefore and in what connection, then, shonld the Bhashya 
before having furnished the consideration of the means of knowing 
Dharma, have taken np the consideration of the Names of sacrifices ? 

Some people offer the following explanation: ‘‘The question 
“ dealt with is — do the words ‘ udhhid ’ and the like, point out the 
“ materials (to be used at sacrifices) or the names (of sacrifices) ? (Thus 
“ the question dealing directly with the means of knowing Dharma f*) 

But this is not quite correct ; because in this manner all books could 
be explained as'tbemeaws of knowing; because all Sentences may be ex* 
plained as dealing with the question — does this sentence point out this 
fact or that ? 

Some people (notably the author of the Bhashya himself) take the 
Sutra (1) as the Furvapaksha and Sutra (2) as the Siddhanta of the same 
Adhikarana ; but it is necessary for these people to point out what there 
is in Sutra (1) that is not in keeping with the SiddhUnta (that it should be 
taken as the Furvapaksha). For certainly the assertion of the fact of the 
words like ‘ udhhid * being included in ‘ that which serves the purpose of 
fulfilling an action ’ is by no means unacceptable to the Siddhdnti. Hence we 
explain these two Sutras as embodying the Siddhanta of the two Adhikaranas 
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(A., <& B.), the Furvapahsha of both being supplied from witliout. [Oiir 
explanation dealing with the considex^ation of the authoritative eh ai’actei^ 
and iisef Illness of certain wox'ds with regard to DAarma makes the Sutras 
conuccted with the main subject of the Adhyaya.] 


ADHIKARANA (A). * 

With regard to woi’ds like ^ udhliid^ (as occurring in such passages as 
^ udhhida yajeta pagnlcmvah")^ we have a doubt as to whether they have 
any use in matters relating to D7^arma, or not. 

And on this point, we have the following 

PCRYAPAKSHA (A). 

These worlds have no use with regai*d to Bharma, because they have 
“ no connection with the performance of actions, while the Yeda deals with 
“ such performance alone ; as has been declared elsewhere also : ^ Only 
‘‘three parts of the Yeda (viz., Fid/ii, and Mawi5ra) have an 

“ authority with regard to Dharma ; and the words in question being 
“different from all these three, they can serve no useful purpose with 
“ regard to Dharma; and as such they are absolutely useless.^ (1) These 
“ words cannot be said to be included in Fid/u; because they do not signify 
“either the Means or the Bestdt or the Method of any sacrifices; (2) 
“ they are different from Arthavada, because they do not signify any Praise ; 
“(B) they cannot be said to serve the pu impose of a Mantra ; because they 
“ do not indicate any accessoiues (Material, Deity, &c.) of sacrifices. And 
“apart fi'om these three thei’e is no other use of the Yeda; and hence 
“the words in question cannot have any authoiuty (with regard to 
“Dharma).’* 


In reply to the above, we have the following 
SIDDHANTA (A). 

Sutra (1). It has already been explained that the Veda 
helps in the performance of sacrifices ; and hence the whole of it 
should be accepted as serving that purpose. 

That is to say, the whole of the Yeda being divided into tlie aforesaid 
three parts, and the authoritative^ characters of the three parts having 
been proved by means of the alignments nrged above (in Padas II and III), 
the authoritative character of: words like ^udhhid^ cannot be denied, on 
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tiae ground of tLeir being diiferent from tbe three parts (because the three 
parts take in the whole of the Yeda, and the words in question are found 
in the Yeda). 


ADHIKARANA (B). 

It having been shown by the foregoing Adliiharana that the words in 
question have the same use as one of the three parts of the Yeda, we 
proceed to consider which one of these uses are fulfilled by them. 

Now then, ( 1) they cannot serve the purpose of the Artliamda ; be- 
cause they are not found in connection with any other sentence. It may be 
asked — ‘ How can they be denied to be supplementary to a sentence, when 
they are actually found in a sentence, exactly like the assertion — ‘ is 

he eftest deity ? ’ But it is not so; that which is sup})lementary to some- 
thing that is enjoined, is what is known as ^Arthavdda * ; while the words in 
question do not appear apart from the Injunction itself {^yajeta '); therefore 
they cannot be said to be supplementary to any Sentence ; and we have 
already proved under the Audumharadhtlcarana that that wliich is capable 
of being taken along with an Injunction cannot be taken as mere Praise. 
Nor liave we ever found any Praise expressed by a single word ; neither 
do we comprehend any Praise as expressed by the word ‘ JJdbhid.^ Though 
the word could be taken as Praise, inasmuch it is capable of being ex- 
plained as ‘that by which trees, &c., are cut properly,' — yet such an 
interpretation would be set aside by the most rational fact of the ‘ udlhicl ’ 
being an Instrument (in the performance of a sacrifice), as is pointed out 
by the Instrumental ending in the word ‘ vdhhidd for if mere Praise were 
meant, the noun would have had only the Nominative ending, as we have 
in the word ‘ V(iyiih ' in the acknowledged Arthavada — ‘ Yaynrmi kshepu 
shtlid deuatd^*^ 

(2) Nor can the word ^ udbhid' be taken as a Mantra ; because it is 
not recognised as one ; and also because the students of the Yeda do not 
remember any such Mantra. And being a single word it cannot be said to 
stand in need of something else (which it would indicate exactly as the 
Mantra indicates the Materials and Deities of sacrifices) ; and as it is recog- 
nised as the ‘ Instrument,’ it cannot be said to bring about an idea of any- 
thing else (in the shape of the Material or the Deity). Nor do we find the 
word itself denoting anything that would form the material part of a Sac- 
rifice ; and no sentence that actually indicates anything not forming a 
material part of the Sacrifice, can be accepted as auxiliaiy to the sacrifice. 
If w^e set about assuming a material to be indicated by tlie Mantra (in the 
shape of the word ‘ Udhhid^ ), it would be a most unwairantable complica- 
tion of matters. Nor do we find any Yedic text, like the Silktavdka (which 
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lays down tbe fact of certain Mantras being employed at certain sacrifices) 
laying down the employment of this word as a Mantra; so that the afore- 
said assumption of the material too is not possible. bTor again is the word 
itself capable of being employed as a Mantra; so that we cannot even 
assume any Injunctions of its employment, as we do in the case of the 
Mantra ^Ishetva^ and the rest. And lastly, it is evident that the word 
forms part of the Brahmana passage ‘ yajMa’ ; and as such, it 

cannot be taken as a Mawtra, 

Thus then, it being clear that the word forms part of the subject of 
the Injunction itself, we proceed to consider the question as to whether 
the word constitutes the Injunction of a Material, or it is only the name 
of a Sacrifice. 

And on this point, we have the following 

PTjRYAPAKSHA (B). 

‘^It is the material (axe) that is enjoined by the word ^udbliida' ; (1) 
“because the universally recognised fact is mostly authoritative ; (2) be- 
“ cause a distinctly useful purpose is served ; and (3) because this inter- 
“ pretatiou is much more capable of prompting men to the performance of 
“the particular action, than any other, (a) That is to say, it is an uni- 
“ veimlly recognised fact that the noun ‘ udlhid * literally signifies a 
“ cutting' instrument (the Axe); nor is the word * udbhida * known to signify 
“anything else ; and the meaning. of a word that is not recognised in or- 
“ dinary parlance cannot be gob at from the Yeda ; because the relation- 
“ship of a word (to its denotation) is not fixed by the scriptures (but by 
“ordinary parlance). As for the Instrumental ending, it signifies mere 
“ Instrumentality^ and it is only a potent substance, or the potency re- 
“ siding in the substance, that is known to be capable of serving as the 
“ Instrument of an Action. And it is only when the Injunction is found 
“to serve a distinctly useful purpose that it can prompt people to the 
“ particular course of action ; that is to say, it is only those persons that 
“recognise the word ‘ udbhid ’ to be an Injunction (of the material) that 
“can engage themselves in the particular action mentioned ; for if such 
“an engagement could come about even without the recognition of the 
“ fact of the Injunction serving a useful purpose, it would be as good ns 
“the engagement that is not preceded by any distinctly -uttered Injunc- 
“ tion. 

“(5) Or, the word ^ udhhidU^ may he taken as the Injunction of a 
“material ; because of the universally recognised meaning of the word ; 
“ the ^ arthavattva '' of the word may be explained as the 'fact of its hav- 
“ing a meaning the sense of the argument in this case being that in a 
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name the literal significance of the word is not always recognised (while 
it is recognised in the case of the word ‘ iidhhidf ’ which, therefore, can* 

* ‘ not be a name) , 

“ (c) Or, the fact of the wovd Utdhhid * having a significance only when 
‘‘ taken apart from the ‘ sacrifice, ’ may be employed as an argument 
“ against its being taken as a Name ; specially as the word ^ tidhhid* serves 
“ a purpose totally difierent from that served by the root yaji (= to sacri- 
“fice, in the word ^yajeta') ; and thus alone is it possible for the person 
“ to be prompted to the particular action. 

“It may be urged that, ‘even a name while qualifying or specifying 
“the sacrifice, would serve to prompt the person to the particular course 
“ of action.^ 

“ But this is not possible ; why ? Because the Class ‘ sacrifice * not being 
“a fit object of Injunction, the root itself points to the Individual 

“ sacrifice ; and if the name Q ud’bliid'') he held to denote tlie Class ‘sacri- 
“fice, ’ then it ceases to be a name! That is to say, when the root itself is 
“found to indicate the Individual sacrifice, on account of the Class (which 
“ is directly denoted by it) not being capable of being enjoined, then what 
“ is left to be -done by the name ? While if the name ‘ udhhid ’ be held to 
“ denote the Individual sacrifice, then a generic name not being desirable 
“for a particular sacrifice, the word would be altogether irrelevant; and 
“we shall explain later on that the object specified (^.e., the sacrifice) 
“being itself a well-established entity, the name could not he accepted as 
“enjoining it. Even though at times it may be possible for words like 
“ ‘ udbhid * to have a specific (and not a generic) denotation, yet even 
“such specific denotation being invariably accompanied by the generic 
“ element, it can have no connection with the root ‘ yajV 

“And farther, the Injunction itself becomes muoli simpler, if the word 
“ ‘ udhhida ’ is taken as laying down tbe mateidal ; because in that case, it 
“ would be merely refering to the sacrifice enjoined elsewhere [that is 
“ to say, the meaning of the Injunction would only mean tliat one should 
perform tlie sacrifice with the axe^ the Injunction enjoining only the mate- 
“ rial, its work being thereby much more lightened than if it had to en- 
“ join the 5ac?*(/ice also]. , 

“ Against this it might be urged that, ‘ in that case the force of the 
“Injunction having been exhausted in the laying down of the material, 

“ “ the sacidfice itself would remain unenjoined ; and then, as there would be 
“ no sacrifice laid down, there would be nothing at which the enjoined 
“ material would be employed, and hence the Injunction of the material 
“would be absolutely useless.’ 

^ “ In view of this objection, it is said — prahrtau jyotishtome — i.e., the 

“ sacrifice is enjoined along with i]x& jyoiishtomai of which it is an auxiliary 
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‘■ It may, EoweyeBj be urged that — ‘if all names be taken as laying 
“down tbe materials to be used at tbe sacrifices, even tbe word ^ Jyotish”^ 
toma * in the Injunction ^ Jyotishtomena yajeta^ would only point out a 
“material to be employed; and the sacrifice would remain as unenjoined 
“as ever. ^ But, as a matter of fact, there is no other way out of this 
“difficulty than to admit one of these sentences JyoHshtomBna yay'Bta \ 
“and * udhhida yajBta to enjoin the sacrifice (and not the material) ; be- 
“ cause in the absence of an Injunction of Action, any laying down of 
“ materials is impossible ; hence we admit the word ‘ JyoHsJitoma ’ alone to 
“ be the name of a sacrifice (and not the Injunction of a material). Or, we 
“ may take the sentence ‘ Jyotishtomena yajeta ’ to be the Injunction of 
“ a sacrifice performed with the particular material pointed out ; while the 
“ other words may be taken as Injunctions of materials only. 

“It may he urged that — ‘in that case the Injunctions of all the 
“ various subsidiaries of the lyoHshtoma^ viz,, the £lkdha, the Ahina, &g , — 
“ being mere injunctions of so many materials, these sacrifices themselves 
“ would not be different from the Jyotishtoma itself; and thus there being 
“no subsidiary sacrifices, the Jyotishtoma could not be the primary (PraJc- 
“ rti) of any sacrifices ; and hence it could not be spoken of as such/ 

“ Some people reply to this that the assertion of the Jyotishtoma as 
“ the primary sacrifice is in accordance with the view of tbe BiddhG^nti 
“ (who bolds all such words to be names). 

“ But we can explain the sentence ‘ PraJcrtau Jyotishtome ’ in a differ- 
“ enb way altogether. Prahrti is that a consideration of which has been in- 
“ troduced ; hence the sentence would mean that the sacrifice, at which the 
“ udhhid would be used as a material, is enjoined in connection with the 
^^Jyotishtoma) (as the passage ^ udbhida yajeta^ is found in the same con- 
“ text as the sacrifice). 

“ Or, the Jyotishtoma could be spoken of as the ‘Primary’ {Prahrti)^ 
“in comparision with the various sacrifices recognised as distinct sacri- 
“jfices (apart from the Jyotishtoma)) — being pointed out by the sen- 
“tences ^ Atliaisha Jyotih/ &c., which being devoid of any Instrumental 
“ terminations are unconnected with any verbs, and as such, are not cap- 
“ able of being taken as Injunctions of materials. 

“Another objection is raised: ‘As for the Jyotishtoma sacrifice, its 
“odginal Injunction itself lays down the 8omi and the Jyotishtoma as 
“ materials to be employed at it, the Injunction of any other material for 
“ it is not right. ’ 

“But the materials like ‘ udhhid ’ being laid down in view of the ob- 
“ taining of certain definite desirable results, these would set aside all 
“ other materials that may have been laid down in the original Injunction. 
“ It is au admitted fact that the materials laid down iu the original 
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^ * In j unction can be utilised only at the necessary Actions the Actions 
“ that are performed as mere duties and not with a view to the obtaining 
‘‘ of any desirable results). Or, it may be that though the original Injunc- 
“ tiou has laid down the JyoHsMoma as to be performed with certain defl- 
nifce materials, yet the subsequent Injunctions (like ‘ udhhida yajeta,^) 
could be taken as laying down other matei'ials for the same sacrifice, the 
‘‘injunction of the sacrifice itself, without the material, being borrowed 
“from the original Injunction; and thus the material laid down by the' 
“subsequent Injunction would be in no way different from that laid down 
“in the original one. Otherwise we would be, as the Bhashya thinks, 
“obliged to accept both materials as optional alternatives* ” 

SIDDHiNTA (B). 

Sutra (2). That {word) must be a name, which at first ap- 
pears new; because it cannot lay down (the material)* 

We proceed to explain the words of the Sutra : When a word — like 
^^udhhid^ — is such that, when first heard, it ‘appears new’ — i.e., is not 
cognised as signifying anything definite, — then, if it be come across, first 
of all, in a Vedic Inj unction, it must be taken as a name, on account of its 
co-extensiveneSs (with the sacrifice enjoined). Or, the clause ‘ 
pmvam ’ may mean that inasmuch the word ‘ udhhid ’ would point out a 
definite sacrifice (not otherwise gob at) it would not be useless. Or, it may 
be explained thus : The question being — ‘ whose name would the word 
be ? ’ — , the Sutra replies — ‘ the name belongs to that sacrifice, the per- 
formance of which would accomplish a particular transcendental result.’ 

“ Now, what is the reason for holding the word to be a Name ? Says 
the Sutra ‘ AvidhayJcatvdt ’ — ‘ Because it cannot lay down (the mate- 
rial). 

To explain — If the word laid down the material, the material could be 
laid down — (1) either with reference to the Result (the meaning of the In- 
junction being ‘one should think of obtaining cattle by means of the 
udhhid axe) ; or (2) with regard to the sacrifice (the meaning being 
‘ one should accomplish the sacrifice by meaus of the axe ’); or (3) with 
reference to both taken together (the meaning being ‘ one should obtain’ 
the cattle by means of the sacrifice with the axe for its material.’) But 
none of these is possible. 

(1) If the Material were laid down with reference to the Result, 
then — (a) the Injunctive affix (in ^yajeta) would lay down the relation- 
ship of words other than in which it happens to be (that is to say, the 
Injunction would refer to the causal relationship of the material udhhid,^ 
with the Result, obtaining, of cattle, without having anything, to do- withr 
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tlie saorliloe itself); (J) we would have to assume a direct relatiousliip 
between the two words ^tidbhula* and ‘ which are mentioned 
(in the text) far apart from on© another ; (c) the vex’bal root ‘ yaji ^ having 
nothing to do with the Injunction, the sole purpose of its use would lie 
in that it makes the use of the affix possible; (d) we would have to reject 
the Soma, wiiich has beeu laid down in the original Injanction as the 
material to be used at the sacrifice ; and (e) we would have the absurdity 
of the sacrifice being performed with a material (remnants of) which could 
not be eaten. 

(2) If the material were laid down with reference to the Sacrifice, 
then —(a) the mention of the Result would be absolutely useless ; nor 
could the Result be taken as qualifying the tfyoHshtoma ssboriE-Ge, because 
this sacrifice has been spoken of as bringing about all desirable results ; 
and as such, its qualification by any one I'esult would result in a syntacti- 
cal split; and the objections (a) (c) (d) and (e), pointed out above, would 
also apply to this theory, as also the contingency of the axe being accepted 
as an optional alternative to Soma, 

(B) Similarly too, if the material be taken to be laid down as qualify- 
ing the sacritice, then, (a) all the words in the sentence would have to 
renounce their own direct significations (as none of them has such a quali- 
fied mixed signification); (6) we would have to assume various denotative 
potentialities of the Injunction (as there could be no signification of the 
qualified without a distinct signification of the qualification) ; (c) we would 
have to resort to the indmeot possessive indication, in the case of the 
word ‘ udhhidd ’ (which would have to he taken as indicating * udhhid- 
mta*=^hy that by lohich has the udbhid for its material; (d) it would be 
necessary for us to reject the intimate relationship of co-extensiveuess 
(between the ‘ sacrifice ^ and the ^ udbhid^) which is distinctly pointed 
out by the fact of the former being signified by a verbal root with an 
Injunctive affix (which has also an Instrumental force), while the latter 
has in itself an Instrumental termination ; and (e) lastly, the sacrifice 
would be performed with a matexhal that could not be eaten. 

For these reasons the word ‘ udhhidd * cannot be taken as laying down 
the material for a sacrifice ; and this is what is pointed out by the Bhashya : 
(If it were the Injunction of a matexual) the sentence would directly denote 
the udbhid and indirectly indicate that in which it would he employed as the 
material. The Bhashya may also be read as — Yakshyaiiti lahshayet (the 
meaning being the same). 

Having thus explained the implications of the noun ‘ udbhid,^ the 
Bhashya proceeds to show that the same facts are also pointed out by the 
Instramental affix (in ‘ udhhidd*) i One should accomplish by means of thesac^ 
rifice, ^ 0 , That is to say, whether the passage be taken as an independent 
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Injunction by itself or as supplementary to ailotlier Injunction, tlie 
Sacrifice is recognised to be the Instrument (of the accomplishment of a 
certain result) ; and hence the word (‘ udbhida *') also with an Instrumental, 
ending, occurring in close proximity to the words signifying the sacrifice 
cannot but be taken as denoting the Instrument. 

The Bhashya says— ‘ From the Noun which denotes the harana 
(Instrument), (fee.; and against this, it may be argued that — in all 
cases tiie case-significations being held to beloiig to the Terminations (as is 
distinctly laid down in such passages as ‘by means of the third case - 
termination which signifies Instrumentality, <fec.’), how can the Noun be 
spoken of as expressing the /carawa (or Instrument)? 

But this does not afiect the position of the Bhashya; (1) because 
what is meant by the passage in question is that the Noun signifies the 
Substratum of the Instrumentality, (2) Or, the assertion may be said to be 
based upon the fact of the Noun having a signification similar to that of 
the word ‘ Parana ’ [tliat is to say the Noun ^udbhid/ means ‘that by 
which is shot forth (the particular result),’ and this is similar to the 
signification of the word ‘ ^-arawa ’ which means ‘that by which some- 
thing is done.’] Specially as the word made up of the krt affix ‘Jkrip’ 
(viz., the word ' karanaf m also the word ^ udbhid') signifies a certain sub- 
stance endowed with a definite case-potentiality, and not the potentiality 
alone, apart from the substance ; and it is for this reason that we find the 
word ‘ A;arana ’ taking other case- terminations also — as ^karandya*) with, 
the Dative), ‘ karanam ’ (with the Accusative) and tlie like ; for if no sub- 
stance were signified by the word Q karanaf ) then the only case-termina- 
tion applicable to it would be that which is indicated by the affix ^kvip’ 
(and this would be the Instrumental only) ; and the substance (that 
would be signified by the word ‘ Tarawa ’) would not be capable of any 
other case-potentiality ; because one potentiality cannot have another 
potentiality. Thus then, all words with the krt affix being found to be 
significant of certain substances with definite potencies, it is only proper 
to speak of the Noun {'' tidhMd^) SiS signifying the * Tarawa.* 

The upshot of all this is this : In the passage (‘ udhhidd yajBta pagtikd- 
mah ’) the Noun, that signifies what is recognised to be the Instrument, 
must take the Instrumental case-termination ; and it is the Sacrifice and 
not the material, that is recognised to be the Instrument (or means) of 
obtaining the particular result, as we shall explain later on ; and hence 
it is only when the word ‘ udbhid ’ denotes the sacrifice, that it can have 
the Instrumental case-ending, and be capable of being properly taken 
along with (the word ‘ sacrifice ’ in) the sentence; whereas if it has any 
other meaning, it woud be altogether irrelevant (and unconnected with 
any portion of the sentence.) 
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Objection: “ Th© fact of tlie -woTd \iidhhid' signifying n> mb stance 
being cognised by means of direct sense-perception, exactly as in tb© 
“case of sacli words as ‘ ‘ ’ and tbe like, wherefore is 

“ifc sought to be set aside by the inference of the fact of its signify- 
“ ing the Instrument ? That is to say, in tlie case of such sentences as 
“ * somena yajUa^^ even though the sacrifice is recognised as i}iQ means (of 
“ obtaining a particular result), and the word ‘ ’ has the Instru- 

“ mental case-ending, — yet this is not taken alone (as co-exteiisive) with the 
“sacrifice (the Soma being taken as the material); and there is nothing 
“very incongruous in this; we could have exactly the same thing in the 
“ case in question also, [ And, says the Bhashya, though this would 
“ involve the necessity of having recourse to possessive indication in the 
“ case of the word ^ 'iidbhidd ' which would have to be taken as signifying 
“ by that which has the udhhid for its material, yet there would be no 
“harm in liaviiig recourse to such Indication ; because this is an ordinary 
“ process of interpretation, while the assumption of something absolutely 
“ unknown, for instance the fact of ^ udhhid yhemg the name of a parti- 
“ cular sacrifice would be a most unwarrantable liberty taken by the 
Siddhdnti'\ (The Bhashya uses the word which means the 

“ green scum found on the surface of water, which, when removed by the 
“ hand, closes in again, and cannot be kept away ; and on the present'ocoa- 
“ sion, it is figuratively used in the sens© of an unwarrantable liberty'),'' 

To this objection, we make the following reply: — A word, whose 
signification is unknown, when occUxTing along with words of well-known 
meanings, has its meaning ascertained by means of these latter ; whereas 
a word, the meaniug of which is well-known, is never separated from this 
meaning. That is to say, such words as ‘ VriM,' * Soma ' and the like have 
their meanings so very well-known, that they can never be taken apart 
from these meanings ; and hence in such passages as ^somena yajetaf as 
they cannot be taken along with (as co-extensive with) the sacrifice, we 
are obliged to take them as laying down the materials to be employed at 
the sacrifices. On the other hand, in the case of such words as ‘ udhhid f 
and the like, the only meaning that is recognised is that which is derived from 
themeanings of the parts composing the word + /cv?)?); andas such the 

Wdrdisas capable of being taken as signifying the sacrf^ce (tidhhidyate pagu-^ 
p'rUptih that which brings about the* obtaining of cattle) as tlie material 

{udbhidyatB cJiBdyatB a^iBna, that by which tree, &g., are cut); and hence 
we- do" libt' fin'd Direct Sen&e-pei?ception lending any support toT either ; as 
there caii* be' nothing very' objectionable in having recourse to InferetiCe; 
fqi^'aSeertaiiiing the to liieanfihg of the' word. And, as* a matter of fact, for 
the ascettaininig of thfeHiftiie-naea^^^^ alt words, the one most important 
means is the well-known relajbion of co-extensiveiiesS ; and it is b*y this very 
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means that tlie principal Imkummialiiyy having obtained its chief sub” 
stratum in the saerifice, becomes capable of drawing the Noun (* tidhhid ’) 
also to its own purpose. 

And further, if the word ^ udhhida^ be tahen as pointing out the 
name of the sacrifice, all that has got to be done by the word is to signify 
a concurrent Instrumentality in connection •with the sacrifice (which is 
directly recognised as the Instrument) ; and the task of the Injunction 
becomes much lightened ; while if the word he taken as laying down a 
material for the sacrifice, even the Number and the Case of the word will 
have to be accepted as objects of the Injunction. That is to say, in ac- 
cordance with your theory, it would be necessary to assume a distinct 
potentiality of the Injunction with regard to the special termination (in 
* udhhidd ’) . 

Thus then, we conclude that the various parts composing the word 
‘ udhMd * are quite well-known as pointing to the sacrifice. Nor can it be 
urged that, inasmuch as the &o., are also capable of hringmg 

forth their results, the name * udhMd ’ would belong to them also ; be- 
cause the particles composing the word (as occurring in the sentence in. 
question) can refer to only that sacrifice, a co-extensiveness with which is 
pointed out in the sentence ; and as a matter of fact (this co-extensiveness 
is perceived only with reference to the particular sacrifice that brings 
about the acquisition of cattle, and) we do not find the word ‘ udbhid ^ ever 
mentioned along with the Jyotishtoma, &c. (and as such its co-exten- 
siveness with these can never be recognised). Or, it is only by means of 
the Apparent Inconsistency (of the expressed co-extensiveness) that the 
hringmg about (udbhedana) can he recognised as referring to a particular 
result only ; and as there is no such Apparent Inconsistency in the case of 
ihe-^ Jyotishtoma, &e., the name ‘ udhMd * can never be attributed to them. 

We have in the SwjJm, the word ^ avidhdyalcatvat*; and in explaining 
this, theBhashya says ; It will not enjoin (or lay down), &c. And the sense 
of this is that we do not take the passage in question as actually laying down 
the name ‘ Udbhid ’ as belonging to the particular sacrifice, as we have 
Pauini’s Buka I-i-l, directly laying down that the name ^YrddhV belongs 
to At and Aic ; (nor have we any necessity of taking the passage thus), 
because this fact is pointed out by the directly expressed oo-extensiveness 
(of the Udbhid with the sacrifice) and the well-known meaning afforded by 
the component parts of the word * Udbhid! But all that the Bbashya 
means is that the passage does not mean that ‘ one should obtain cattle by 
means of the sacrifice, and this sacrifice is named Udbhid ’ (because that 
that would involve a syntactical split) ; but at the same time, it cannot he 
denied that the passage distinctly points to the fact of the name belonging 
to the sacrifice (as the only meaning that the passage can have is that 
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®OBe slioTild obtain cattle by means of the OTtMd-saorifice ’); beoanse it is 
tliTis alone that tbe passage could point to a particular sacrifice. 

Though in the present case (the Udhliid and the Sacrifice not having 
the same case-ending) there is no direct co-ordination between the name and 
the earned, yet the relationship between them cannot be any other than 
that of the qualification (name) and the qualified (named) ; because all that 
the name does is to point to a certain object as distinguished by its own 
verbal form. [That is to say, it is only when the co-ordination is 
between what are signified by the words that it is necessary for these to 
have the same case-ending ; whereas in the case of the ITame, it is by its 
mere verbal form that it specifies an object ; and as such it does not stand 
in need of the co-ordination obtained fi’om the fact of the two words 
having the same case-ending]. It may be urged that — “ in that case you 
would have a denotation (by the word ‘ Udbhida *} of the verbal form of 
the word (which is not quite compatible with your tenets).” But, as a 
matter of fact, the verbal form of tbe word TJdhliid ^) being cognised by 
direct Auditory Perception, it is only that which is specified by that form 
that can he accepted to be denoted by the word. And as for the law that 
there can be no idea of the qualified tmtil there has been an idea of the qnalu 
jication^ — all that this law lays down is that the qualification should be 
(before there is any cognition of the qualified), r\ot that it 
should be expressed by a word — -(and in the case in question we have a 
previous cognition of the qualifying form of the word by means of Senses''' 
perception, and it is not necessary for it to he actually expressed by the 
word). Nor does this involve the imposition of the form of the iTord 
(upon the sacrifice). [That is to say, it cannot be urged that the qualify- 
ing Name always bringing about an idea connected with its verbal form, 
this form would be imposed upon the object named] ; because all that a 
word does, by differentiating its object from all other objects, is to draw 
out (and present to us) certain objects that already exist in the world (and 
as such any mention of these objects by these words cannot be said to 
impose the form of tlie word upon the object) ; as we have already explain- 
ed under ‘‘ Sense-perception ” (in the 

And again, it is only by such names as ‘ Udbhid ' and the like, 
that the subsidiary sacrifices can be differentiated from their Primary; 
otherwise, in the sentence ‘ JJdhhid5> yajeia, &c,,’ if the sacrifice were not 
specified by tbe name (Udbhid), then the sentence would come to be taken 
only as pointing out certain other Materials and Results in connection with 
tbe Primary saci’ifice itself, and not as laying down any distinct sacrifice. 

, Or, the relation of the qualification and the qualified (between the 
name ‘ Udbhid ’ and the particular sacrifice) may be accepted as based upon 
the fact of all names really expi^essing some qualification of the Actions 
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jusi as the words * Red j’ ‘ one-year old/ &o., express certain qualities of the 
cow ; nor, in that case^ can the mention of the sacrifice itself (by the word 
ijajeia) be said to be redundant (on the ground of the name itself pointing 
to a particular sacrifice) ; because without the mention of the sacrifice by the 
vQot lyajV there would be nothing to show that ‘ Udhhid' was the name 
of a particular sacrifice j and it is through the mutual proximity (of the mme 
with the ‘sacrifice’) that we get at the facts that the name belongs to a 
sacrifice, and that the sacrifice meant is that which is specified by the name, and 
not all sacrifices in general, or the Primary sacrifice of the Jyotishiomai and 
thus the mention of both (the wame and the ■ ‘ sacrifice ’) is distinctly 
useful. 

And as the Inj unction is that of the sacrifiees as specified by the name 
‘ Udhhid, both of these are matters actually laid down by the Injunction ; and 
hence it cannot be said to be a mere supplcmeutary explanation (of 
another injunction). And thus we find that the fact of ‘ Udhhid^ being the 
name of a sacrifice is not conti’ary to the fact of the passage being an 
Injunction (though it is contrary to the fact of its being an Injunction of 
a particular material). And thus it is apparent that the assertion of the 
Ptirvapaksha — that the word ‘ Udhhid ’ forms part of the Injunction of a 
material, — as also the assertion (of a scion of the 8iddhdnti\ that the 
.Name is something apart from the three portions of the Veda, the Tidhi, 
the Mantra and the Artliavdda , — are equally wrong. 

Nor can it he urged that, if the word ‘ Udbhida ’ he taken as pointing 
out the uame of a sacrifice, it could he of no use in prompting men to the 
performance of any particular action. Because we actually find such 
names serving distinctly useful purposes in various periods of the perfor- 
mance of an action. Bor instance, during the appointment of the J^tvik 
priest, the Master of the sacrifice says, ‘I have got to perform such and such 
a sacrifice/ where the mention of the mere name of the saorifioer is a very 
much simpler process of pointing it out than any description of the details 
of the sacrifice itself ; so also when one is about begin the JDarga-Purna- 
mdsa, the Master makes such declarations as — ‘May such and such a result 
follow from the performance of the JDarga and the Purnamasa' (when the 
name is mentioned in connection with the accessories of the sacrifice), and 
again ‘desiring Heaven I perform the Darga and the Purnamdsa (where the 
names are mentioned in connection with the Result) ; and none of these 
would be possible if there wei’e no such names of sacrifices as the ‘ Darga ’ 
and the ‘ Purnamdsa,^ &c. 

Thus then, we conclude that such words as * Udhhid ’ and the like are 
the names of particular sacrifices. 
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ADHIKAEANA (2). 

[^Treating 'of the fact of such vsords as and theUhe being 

7iaifnes of sacrifices]. 

Sutra (d). That wherein accessories are laid down must be 
related to a Primary Sacrifice. 

We now proceed to consider those words fcliafc have a meaning fixed by 
convention, and not one that is signified by its component parts ; snob 
words, for instance, as ^ Vrthi' and the like, which denote particular 
Classes and Properties. The case of these words cannot be said to he inclu- 
ded in the foregoing Adhihamnay because the meaning of these words 
which is directly expressed by the words themselves, cannot be neglected 
for the sake of m Instnmmitality is only inferred. [That is to say, 
in the case of the word ‘ in the sentence ^ Udhhida yqjetay'^Ye 

reject its literal meaning, on account of the Instimmentality of the Udhhid 
in the bringing about of the Result in question ; in the case of the word 
‘ GitrUy however, in the sentence ^ GitrayS>fyafetay inasmuch as the mean- 
ing is directly denoted as fixed by convention, no amount of inferred In- 
strumentality can make us reject that meaning.] 

Objection: “ The Bhashya should have cited such instances as the 
“ passages (1) * Gjyaih stmatel (2) ‘ Frshthaih stuvat^y ^ hahishpavamanena 
stumte* which are all original Injunctive sentences (and not such secon- 
“ dary sentences as ^ pancadagdjymi,^ Because it is only when tlie 

fact of a word being a name, or laying down an accessory detail of the 
“ sacrifice, has beeit ascertained in connection with original sentences, 
that it is accepted in all ordinary usage ; and as such it is only such 
sentences that should have been cited as instances.” 

All this may be true; but the Sutra itself had not such original sen- 
tences in view, because it distinctly mentions ‘ that wherem an accessory is 
laid dow7iy which shows that it had only the secondary sentences in 
view. 

“ But why should the Sutra have neglected to cite the original sen- 
tences ?” 

Because there would he no difference in the main result of the discus- 
sion, whichsoever sentence be cited as an example. Or, it may be that 
secondary sentences have been purposely chosen, because it is only in the 
case of these that we have a syntactical splity which is the principal reason 
for rejecting the Purvapahsha theory. Or, it may he that in the case 
of the original sentences, whichever of the two theories be accepted 
whether the words ‘dyya,’ &c., be taken as names or as pointing to 
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accessorj details) tHere is a certain factor tliat remains wanting ; and as 
sueli til ere is no means to ascertain definitely which one of the two theories 
is to be accepted ; and hence this ascertainment being got at only by 
other meanSy these sentences could not have served as the appropriate 
examples* 

That is to say, the word sigmfying huiter cannot be recognised 

as a name of certain hymns ; and what is mentioned in the passage is that 
* one hymns by those that are djya ; * and here what are those that are 
named * ajya, ’ and how they are denoted by the word, cannot be ascer- 
tained by the original sentence itself, without some help from without ; 
and farther, it is necessary to explain the reason why in the original sen- 
tences, the words ‘ &c., abandon their conventional meanings, and 

become the names of the hymnsy &c. And thus we find that the ‘ Name 
theory ’ stands in need of some extraneous help. In accordance with the 
other theory also (in which case the sentence would mean ‘ one hymns by 
the butter *), it is absolutely impossible for the butter to be an Instrument 
of hymning } and hence it would be necessary to take the word ^djya^ as 
indirectly indicating the Mantra related to that word ; and in that case we 
shall require another sentence laying down such relationship (of the word 
‘ (^jya ’ with a particular Mantra ; that is, we shall require a declaration 
that the word ‘ ajya ’ means the ‘ Mantra that contains the word’) ; be- 
cause if the oxuginal sentence itself be made to give this meaning, it would 
be necessary to have recourse to Possessive Indication. These objections 
cease to apply if the word ‘ ajya ’ in the sentence in question, be taken 
only as pointing out a meaning or relationship laid down elsewhere ; and 
thus in this case also the fact of certain Mantras being related to the 
‘ ajya ’ has got to be ascertained from other sources. 

Thus then, we find that in the case of both theories, there is a 
certain element wanting that has to be supplied from extraneous sources ; 
and hence the sentence comes to signify only the hymning, the sense oi 
the word ^ ajya j &c., being ascertained by other means. 

As for the word ^ pammanaj some people hold that the word has a 
meaning (‘ sanctifier ’) that is pointed out by its component parts ; and as 
such this has not been cited, on account of its being included in the fore- 
going Adhtkarana» While others treat of the case thus : The stotra cannot 
be taken as the nominative of the ‘sanctifying,’ as the sacrijice (in the 
previous Adhikarana) has been taken as that of ‘ britiging forth ; ’ because 
it is the Soma that is the real sanctifying agent. And the component parts 
of the word ‘ pavamana ’ not being found to be capable of directly point- 
ing to any Action, the word will have to be taken as pointing to an Action 
in which we use a mantra that has a sanctifying meaning ; and this would 
involve an indirect Indication per Indication i and this process is 
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Biadoxibtedly more complicated than simple Fossessim Indication such 
the case of this sentence also is met by the/ syntactical split ’ (that isto 
be shown in the Siddhmita) ; and hence this too is a fitting example. 

In the FurmjpahsTia of this discussion also, the arguments based 
upon the uniYersally recognised signification of the words, &c., &c., are 
just the same as those that have been detailed in the Furvapahsha of the 
iovegoing AdMhamna. 

And inasmuch as the Siddhanta speaks of the word ‘ ’ haYing 

been taken (in the Pitrvapahsha) as pointing to 2,11 accessory of the mcrificey 
having the Oitra (variegated) colour, we infer that the Pur mpahsha takes 
the sentence ^ OitrayU yajeta^ as the Injunction of an accessory of the 
Agmshomiya sacrifice. 

And in support of this, they advance the following arguments 
PURVAPAKSHA. 

The variegated colour and the feminine character are naturally ap- 
“ plioable to animals only ; and as such the sentence in question cannot 
“ but be taken as subsidiary to the Daihsha (Agnishomiya) sacrifice, which 
“ is the root or Primary of all sacrifices performed with animals. That is 
to say, the difierentiation into Feminine, Masculine, &c., apart from 
“animals, is based upon a mere likeness of words, while in the case 
“ of animals, it is based upon real facts of nature. The Principal sacrifice, 
“ however, (in whose context we have the sentence ‘ Gitrayd yajeta^) hav- 
“ ing Curds, &o., for its material, .cannot be accepted as having anything 
“ to do with the two characteristics oi variegated colour and female character 
“denoted by the word ^ Oitrayd,^ ; and hence we extract these two 
“ chai’acteristics out of their place, and take them as related to sacrifice in 
“ general ; but on account of the fact of such characteristics belonging 
“ only to animals, they naturally tend mostly towards a sacrifice of animals ; 
“and thence, in accordance with the rule laid down in /Swfm III— 
“ vi — 2, they become related to the Agmshomtya sacrifice, which is the most 
“ Primary of ail such sacrifices. And though the connection of such an 
“ animal (of a variegated colour and a female) would be in opposition to 
“ the character of .the animal for the Agmshomiya sacrifice, that is pointed 
“ out in the original Injunction of that saorifioe as the black and the red 
“ male deer, — ^yet any one of these characters could be taken as rejecting 
“ the other ; or they may both be accepted as optional alternatives, as lias 
“ already been shown in a foregoing Furvapahsha. 

“ Or, w© may bring forward here the arguments that have been shown 
“ under the Sutras III — vi — 9 et seq. [That is to say, under these Sutras 
** it has been shown that the number seventeen being found to be mentioned 
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“in connection SamidhBms only, the connection of tkis num- 

“ ber with any particalar sacrifice cannot be definitely ascertained j while 
“ the relationship of the particular sacrifice with the number is 

“ definitely ascertained ; and bence it is only proper that the relationship 
“ of the number seventeen should be set aside by that of the number Hf terns 
“ ill the case of the colour and ibe feminine character^ however, 

“ inasmuch as these are found to be mentioned in connection with a sacri- 
“ fice, their connection with a particular sacrifice of the Agmshomzya is as 
“ reasonable as that of tbe hlack deer, &c., because both of these are equally 
“ connected with ammaZs, and the rule laid down under the Sutra III — 

“ vi — ^2 is equally applicable to both ; and in the Purvapaksha of the 
“ Adkikarana beginning with III— vi — ^9, it has been argued that, inasmuch 
“ as both the numbers fifteen and seventeen are equally related to the Sami- 
“ tZ/iein, both are to be accepted as optional alternatives ; and in the same 
“ manner, in the case in question, the two different kinds of animals are to 
“ he alternatively employed at the Agmshomlya sacrifice]. And the 
“sense of all this is that, as there would be no syntactical split, there 
“ would be an injunction of many things mentioned by a single word, 

“ as is distinctly pointed out by the fact of the animal as qualified by the 
variegated colour and the feminine character being expressed by the 
“single case-termination (the Instrumental). And as for the word 
“ ^pagukamah,^ it may be explained as forming part of the acquiring of the 
“ cattle for the sacrifice, and as such it would be taken as only describing 
“ an already existing fact, and not as pointing out the Result to be 
“ obtained from the sacrifice ; and certainly no animal-sacrifice can be 
“ performed by one who does not want to obtain an animal (for the pur- 
“ poses of sacrifice.) 

“Says the Bhashya: The sentence ^ citrayd yafeta paguhdmah^ is de- 
“ scriptive of the sacrifice, as it is already well-known. The meaning of this 
“is that the Injunctive potentiality having, in all cases, been found to 
“ have transferred itself to another word in the sentence, which is directly 
“ connected with the verbal affix, the root itself cannot bub be taken as 
“ merely describing a well-established fact. That is to say, whenever we 
“ proceed to seek for something else that would be enjoined by the verbal 
“ root, we are faced by the contingency of having to assume innumerable 
“ potentialities ; and hence there at once arises in our minds a desire to 
“ take it as only describing an ordinary fact; and hence in such cases we 
“cannot admit of the presence of an Injunction, unless we are obliged to 
“ do it (on account of the impossibility of its being taken as descriptive of 
“ an ordinary fact). In the case of the sentence in question, however, 
“ we know of a particular sacrifice, the Agmshomzya, being connected, 
“ through the animal sacrificed, with the variegated colour and the feminine 
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character j m sucii there can be no difficulty in taking it as merely 

** describing this relationship. 

Says the Bhasbya: If the residt he held to follow from the Material 
“ itself y the root ^ yaji ’ becomes redundant. And on this there arises the ques- 
“tion— ‘How is it that the is represented as objecting to its 

“ own theory of the sentence being the Injunction of a material ? V 

“ Some people meet this difficulty by the assertion that the sen- ^ 
“ tence that should have formed part of the Siddhanta, has been 
“inserted here by mistake. While others oifer the explanation that by ^ 
“attributing the result to the material, it would become the principal"^ 
“ factor in the Injunction, and thereby losing its secondary (or auxiliary 
“character), the sentence could not be spoken oi Bxi Injunction of an 
Accessory detail. 

“ But none of these explanations is quite satisfactory. Because ir 
“ any case, the assertion that the word forms the Injunction of an acces 
“ sory detail is always opposed to the view that it supplies the name of " 

“ particular sacrifice ; and even when the Result is held to follow from tlp- 
“ accessory material thus enjoined, the fact of such injunction beiiot 
“ opposed to the fact of the word being o, name remains unafected. iiich 
“ the Bh^shya itself declares later on : It is only when this Adhikant is 
“ exists that we can have any discussion as to whether the word is the Injunc-^ 

“ tion of an accessory material, or a name. Even when the Result is attri- 
“ buted to the particular material enjoined, there being no absolute co- 
“ extensiveness of the material with the sacrifice, it would come to be ac- 
“ cepted as the injunction of an accessory material. 

“ Therefore, we must explain the Bhashya passage in the light of the 
“ following facts ; 

“ On the point at issue, there appear to be three distinct theories : 
“(1) The word enjoins an accessory detail, as leading to a particular 
“result; (2) it enjoins the accessory detail with reference to the sacri- 
“ fice ; and (3) it forms the name of a particular sacrifice. And any one of 
“ these has got to refute the other two. Theiefore one who takes his 
“ stand npon the Ficrvajpaksha is represented in the Bhashya passage under 
“ question, to refute the weakest of his two opponents (i.e., the theory that 
“ the word enjoins a material as leading to a particular I’esult) on the 
“ ground that in that case the root ‘ yaji ’ will come to have a meaning 
“ altogether irrelevant to the main subject. 

“ Eor these reasons, we conclude that the word ‘ citrayd ’ lays down the 
“ material for a sacrifice, just as the word * vrihihhih ^ in the sentence ‘ vrihi- 
“ hhiryajUaJ And though the * sacrifice ’ is represented as the means 
“ (of acquiring the Result), yet its instrumentality pointed out by the origi- 
“ nal sentence laying down the sacrifice serves also to indicate the fact 
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of the sacrifice itself being an object to be accomplished (by means of the 
“ * Otifra& V material) ; and thus we find that it is this objective character of 
“ the sacrifice with reference to which the particular material is enjoined ; 
“ and as such there is no need of having recourse to any Possessive Indica- 
“ tion (the sentence being construed as — ‘ one should think of obtaining 
“ cattle by means of the sacrifice performed with the Oitra material ’). Or, 
“it may be that the person who holds the word ^ Oitra^ to lay down a 
“ material, accepts the fact of the material being with reference to the 
“ sacrifice, which fact cannot be dispensed with ; while the theory that the 
“ word lays down a material as leading to a particular result is open to all 
“ the objections urged in the foregoing 

“ Similarly too, in the case of the sentence— ‘pancadapdjydm ^--we must 
“ presume the existence of some such word as ‘ asti ’ or ‘ hhavati/ &c., the 
“ sentence thus mentioning the existence of the fifteen ajy as ; and it is to be 
“ taken as an Injunction, because of its being a statement of the procedure 
“ (of a sacrifice). 

“ Objection Such words as pancadagMi aud saptadaeani do not denote 
“ merely the particular numbers, because in accordance with Famni, the 
“affix ‘da* (in these words) has the sense of \ stoma ^ (or collection o.f Rk 
“verses); and this too does not signify anything other than the 
“ particular number of Rk verses in the Hymn.’ 

“ jKepZy This does not affect the case; because the Stoma being 
“ only a measure of the Eulogy, as limiting the Hymn which is the means 
“of the Eulogy, whether the limitation be done by means of certain Rk 
“ verses, or by means of Butter, the number as the limiting agent is 
“ always called ‘ Stoma * on account of its being a measure of the Eulogy, 
“ [That is to say, the Rk verses being the means of the Eulogy, and the 
“ number fifteen or seventeen serving to limit these verses, the Eulogy 
“ itself comes to be limited by the number, which thus comes to be known 
“ as the ‘ Stoma f aud like the Rk verses the Butter {^jya) also serves to 
“ give rise to the Eulogy, and thus becomes one of its means ; and as such 
“ there is nothing wrong in the presence of the affix ‘da* in the word 
^ pangadaganV 

“ ISTor is there any need of the Possessive Indication. Because it is only 
“ when the sentence is found intact (in the Veda), that in assuming any 
“ facts more or less than what is distinctly expressed by the sentence itself 
“ we incur the improper responsibility of having recourse to Indirect Indica- 
“ tions, Syntactical Split and the like ; while there is no such danger when 
“ the sentence itself is an inferred or assumed one. That is to say, in the case 
“of the sentence — ^ pancadaganyafyani^ the word *ofya^ being found to 
“ have no connection with the sentence as it stands, we must have recourse 
“ to the assumption of the Injunction of a Procedure of Action, that would 
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have some sort o£ connection with what is met with in the original sen- 
‘‘ tenoe, the apparent inconsistency of which is the sole ground for the 
assumption of this new sentence; and this new sentence may be as- 
‘I sumed as having a word that would directly denote what is sought to be 
‘‘ got at indirectly by means of Possessive Indication the sentence 
assumed being somewhat in the form that ‘the Hymn is to be helped 
hy mQ^ns oi the AjyM seventeen in number J) 

“Against this we may have the following objection : ‘ The Ajya be- 
“ing a substance, it cannot form part of 2b jprooedtire which cotisists of 
“something to he done ; and as such it could not be pointed out by the 
“ Context, which only stands in need ot a mention of the Frocedtire, ^ 

“But in the case in question, we have a distinct action, in the 
“shape of ‘existence;' and as such there is no occasion for the said oh- 
“jection. It being always necessary for the subsidiaries to exist in the 
“ same place as the Primary, the Ajya must always exist in close proximity 
“to the Hymn. And hence, just as in the case of the sentence — ‘ having 
“ laid the fire, he proceeds with the hymn ’—the fire helps the hymning by 
“its mere presence, so too, in the case of the sentence in question (the 
Ajya or the Butter would help the Hymning by its mere presence or 
“existence). And as snob, our theory not being open to any objection, we 
“conclude that the words in question lay down the accessory details of the 
“ sacrifices.” 

SIDBUimA. 

To the above arguments, we make the following reply ; Mtist be related 
to a f rimary sacrifice {sutra). That is to say, the mention of many things 
can be possible only when there is an Injunction of a Principal Action. In 
the case in question it is held that the accessory is laid down in connection 
with a well-known Action. But there is no mutual relationship among the 
accessories themselves. And hence if any one of the accessories were laid 
down, it could nob indicate any other accessory ; and thus there being no 
Apparent Inconsistency in the matter, we would have to assume an endless 
number of direct Yedic Injunctions of the various accessories; and this 
would necessitate the frequent repetition of the Injunctive Affix, which 
would inevitably lead to a syntactical split, as has been well declared — 
Though the Bhavana indirectly implies the Injunction of many things, yet 
the Injunction of a* qualification does not refer to any other qualification. 

And thus we find that even though the two qualifications (of variega- 
ted colour and female character) are denoted by the same word {QitrU), yet 
wo have just the same necessity of having recourse to the greatly compli- 
cated process of assuming more than one Injunctive Potentiality (in the 
word). ‘ 
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And as a matter of fact, ioasmuckas the origmal Injlinotion of the 
pai'ticular sacrifice has laid down a particular material, there can he no 
effective potentiality (in the Injunction of any other material). And it is a 
well-known fact that we can have the description of an Action just as it 
is pointed out in its original Injunction; and hence, when it has once con- 
nected itself with a particular material (f.i. the Black Deer) it can never have 
anything to do witli any other material that is incompatible with the 
former. That is to say, in the description of a certain action, if it he ab- 
solutely necessary to describe its material, all its wants being found to be 
supplied (by that which is mentioned in the original Injunction), there 
can he no Injunction of any other material ; specially as any such Injunc- 
tion would be based upon the fact of the Action being wanting on that 
point. 

ITor can it be urged that from out of the original Injunction of the 
Agnishomiya, we could take out the sacrifice itself (apart from the 
materials therein mentioned) ; and then have its materials laid down by 
means of the sentence----* yq/e^a.’ Because in the first place the 

Action is always connected with the accessories mentioned in its own 
original Injunction ; and hence any accessories mentioned in other sentences 
can never get at it apart from such natural accessories. In the case of 
the alternative materials— Fr 2 and Yat’a— mentioned in connection with 
the sacrifice, as the two Injunctions function independently of each other, 
they are both equally authoritative, and as such the two are accepted to he 
optional alternatives. In the case in question, however, it is only the 
original Injunction that would independently by itself lay down the ac- 
cessory of the action; which could not be done by this other sentence, 
which only describes the sacrifice as laid down in the original Injunction ; 
specially as there could be no description of that which has not already 
been laid down. 

And farther, oa account of the mention of the desire for oatile (in the 
sentence in question, inasmuch as this involves the acceptance of the 
denotation of a word other than the Injunctive yajBta^^) we have an 
inevitable syntactical split. That is to say, though the Result is not enjoin- 
ed, yet, (1) the sacrifice is enjoined, for the sake of the Result; and (2) the 
material Oiti'a is laid down for the sake of the sacrifice, thus there being 
a most com plioattid syntactical split. And there would be a farther objec- 
tion, that at one and the same time there would be an I ri junction of the 
sacrifice with reference to the Result aud a descriptiou of it with reference 
to the material. 

E'er can the wovd paguMmaV^ he taken as only describing the al- 
ready well-known fact of the presence of such a desire, as part of the de- 
sire for the acquiring of cattle for the purposes of the sacrifice. Because 
50 
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all tliat is desirable for man is desired for itself; and as for the fact of 
persons engagingin actions for the means and auxiliaries of that desirable 
object, this is not due to any desire for such auxiliaries (the desire being 
only for the main object, the auxiliaries being sought after only as means 
to that end, and not as desirable in themselves). That is to say, when 
proceeding to perform a sacrifice, one does not entertain any strong desire 
for the acquiring of the animal that would be required in the perform- 
ance of the sacrifice ; because even without any snch desire, he proceeds 
to possess himself of the animal, becanse without that, he finds that it is 
impossible for him to obtain the particular result that he desires (which 
can be obtained only by means of a sacrifice performed with the animal). 
And thus, even though there may be a certain degree of desirability in the 
animal, it could be spoken of as desirable indirectly only. Therefore, it is 
only that which is found to be desired directly, in its direct denotation, 
that we recognise as the Result, which is mentioned in connection with 
the word ^Icdma' (Desire). We shall explain this in detail later on 
under the /S i VI — i — 2. 

The result of the Agmsliomlya sacrifice too, being a part of the sacri- 
fice, cannot quite definitely be ascertained., wbether it is this or any other ; 
and as such there cannot be any description of it. [That is to say, it can- 
not be urged that the word ^ pagukSlmah ^ may be taken as only describing 
the particular result in tbe shape of the acquiring of cattle, which is 
pointed out to be a result of the Agmshomiya by the fact of this 

sacrifice bringing about all desirable results ; because in that case any de- 
scription would be impossible, as a description of a secondarily indicated 
fact is absolutely useless ; and if the word be taken as mentioning a parti- 
cular qualification of the Agnishomiya as pointed out by the fact of its 
bringing about all desirable results, there would be a syntactical split ; 
and then we can recall all the reasonings brought forward in connection 
with the word ‘ udbhid ^]. And this would lead to another anomaly, mz,— 
though the sentence occurs in connection with the Pmj*aj?a^2/a sacrifice, yet 
the result coming to be taken along with the Agnlsliomlya^ there would he 
a direct rejection of the context. 

On the other hand, if the word * Gitraya ’ he taken as the name of a 
sacrifice, the sentence would only lay down a relationship between the 
sacrifice and a particular result ; and there would be no room for any of 
the aforesaid objections. 

In the case o£ the expression ^pancadagdjydn%* the particular material 
{BtUter)^ as also the number (Fifteen)^ not being found to be in any way 
connected with the Hymns, any one of these miglit be taken as being en- 
joined (by the sentence) with regard to another which might be taken as 
described by it. In any case, the material is not cognised (in the sentence) 
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as pertaining to any otlier Action 5 and if the sentence were to he taken as 
laying down a particular nnmher with reference to the Batter employed 
in other Actions, — in that case (the sentence affording no idea of 
the Action), the Injunction would form part of the Material, and not of 
any Action (which fact would make the Injunction absolutely useless); 
and this would also lead to the rejection of the main Contest (of the sen- 
tence). That it is not possible for the sentence to be taken as an Injunc- 
tion of the Material as qualified hy the particular number, we shall show 
later on under the Sutra lY— i — ^11, As a matter of fact too, that which 
does not qualify a verb (Action) can never form the object of an Injunction ; 
because the Injunctive word has no direct relationship with nouns ; and in 
the sentence in question, we do not find any verb which would be the ob- 
ject of lujunction, and would, as such, point to many accessories (Materials, 
&c.). lilor is it possible for these {fifteen butters) to form the object of 
the sentence that lays down the recitation of the Hymns ; because they 
ha 76 not the character of an Action (or Verb), As has been well said : 

‘ The principal Action (or Verb) cannot take in any accessories oi' Materials 
as constituting its procedure, unless there is an intermediate action, as- 
sumed in accordance with the sentence,’ 

Hor (jan they be said to belong to the verb ‘ to be ; ’ and it is a uni- 
versal rule that any particular thing can operate elsewhere only when it 
has acquired its own existence in one place ; and as for mere existence 
(denoted by the verb > to be ’), its business ends with the pointing out of 
the fact of an object being an entity ; and as such the action oi being can 
never be one that could be an object to be accomplished ; nor does it stand 
in need of any other Action that could be taken as the object to be accom- 
plished ; and as such, tliere being no room for any help by the said number 
and material, these cannot be taken as forming part of the procedure of 
the action to he. Though in the case of the sentence—* Eathantaram 
hhavati, &c.’ we admit of the fact of the Context pointing to such actions 
as those of being, &c., that are held to be enjoined by these sentences, — yet 
this is due to a cognition of the relationship (of the Eathantaram, &o.) 
with certain intermediate actions that are indirectly indicated. Nor is 
the existence of Butter, <fcc., such as is not fully established in the world ; 
and as such their existence can never be taken as the object of a 
Bhavand (such as * one should think of establishing the existence of 
Butter,’ &c., &c,). 

It may be urged that — * there may be a Bhavand of placing the 
Butter, <feo .5 in proximity to the Hymn (which proximity is not an estab- 
lished fact).’ But this too is not possible ; because no such proximity forms 
the object of any Injunction. In the case of the sentence — ‘ having laid 
the fire/ &o,, — the proximity of the fire (to the Hymning) is distinctly 


396 TAITBA-TlRTlKA. ADH. I— PABA lY— ADHI (2^^ 

enjoiiled by the sentence itself ; when this action (of the laying of fire) 
being apart from the action of mere existing (of the fire), is capable of 
being taken as constituting apart of the procedure. In accordance with 
the SiddMnta theory the sentence being found to ser?e a distinctly useful 
purpose, there is no apparent Inconsistency that would necessitate the 
assumption of any sentence laying down the relationship of the 
with the Hymn. 

If the expression ^pancctdaganydjyani^ were to lay down the number 
fifteen with reference to the Butter laid down in the sentence— ‘ 
stuvate,’ — then, as shown in the foregoing Adhihamna, there would be a 
necessity of having recourse to Possessive Indication; and it is with a 
view to this that the BhasJiya says— the Mymns and the Ajya could he 
laid down hy the word only hy means of Indication, And further, the Butter 
being a substance always liable to exist in one mass, the number fifteen 
could not apply to it directly; and hence it would be necessary to assume 
certain measures (or weights of it) — such as the Fala and the rest, which 
are not mentioned in the sentence itself. 

From all this, it appears that though originally the word ‘ Ajya ' 
may not appear to have the character of a wame, and there is no place for 
it in a sentence laying down the material of a sacrifice, — yet it is clear that 
there could be an Injunction of the number fifteen, only when the word 
‘ Ajya ’ is taken as the name (of certain Hymns), and not otherwise. 

The Bhashya has taken the word ‘Ajya’ as a fiame ; because that 
is the only way in which the expression ‘ pancadagmydjyani ’ — which is 
subsidiary to the sentence ‘ djyaih stuvate ’ — can be explained ; and tlie 
•reasons why this interpretation has been accepted are — (1) because in this 
manner* alone can the two words ^ pancadagard ’ and ‘ djydni ’ be construed 
together; and (2) because of the meanings of the component parts of 
the word, as pointed out in the Yeda, both by way of explanatory sen- 
tences, and by that of Arthavadas, 

That is to say, the explanation of the name ‘ Ajya,' as belonging to the 
Hymns, is supplied by the Yeda itself : ‘ As the gods went to battle with 
these, they are Ajya that is to say, because the gods, according to the 
advice of Prajapati, went to battle, after having recited these Hymns, 
therefore they came to be known as ^Ajya' as fitting the gods for battle 
ipji). In the same manner, because the Rathantara, &c., were produced 
wheu the surface (prshtha) of the water was touched by Vdyu, therefore 
these Sdmas came to be known as ^Prshtha' Thus the explanation of 
these two names are found to be supplied by certain Arthamda passages 
of the Feda itself. And as the Vamadevya and other Samas are the source 
of the Rathantara, &o., the name Prshtha belongs to them also. 

Says the Bhdshya ; Why should not we take the sentence as laying dotcn, 
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with reference to the Hymns^ the Ajyas qualified hy the number fifteen ? 
This question should be taken as preceded by the sentence — “ inasmuch as 
a single sentence cannot give us two distinct meanings/^ And the reply to 
this question given in the Bhashya is : Because there ie no word expressive 
of such qualified Ajya\ and this refers to the non- mention of any principal 
verb in the sentence. 

The Bbashya, however, retorts: But the two words — ^pancadagdnV mxd 
^ ajyanV — would supply the qualified denotation ” — , and this refers to the fact 
of these two words being connected with the verb ‘ to be.’ The reply to 
this is that these two words too cannot serve to lay down the qualified ajya ; 
because it is only the principal verb that draws all the qualifications to- 
gether ; and as for the verb ‘ to be,’ which signifies mere existence^ its func- 
tion ends with each individual qualification itself, and as such it cannot 
help in drawing together the various factors of the sentence. And thus 
there can be no material relationship among the qualifications (through the 
verb ‘to be’) the only meaning capable of being got out of the sentence 
being whichever are Ji/ifeew in number — md. whatever number of 

Ajyas there may be (which are only two distinct unconnected assertions). 

And hence we conclude that the two words cannot afiord the necessary 
Injunction ; nor can they be taken as descriptive of certain things (in 
connection with the Hymns) : because no such thing as the ajya is 
generally known to belong to the Hymns ; and as such any description of 
it would be absolutely useless. 

For these reasons we conclude that the word in question must be a 
name j in that case one factor could be taken as being enjoined in connec- 
tion with another which is only mentioned in the sentence as an established 
fact. That the word is an injunctive one has been often repeated ; but all 
that is meant by this is that it serves to point out that which is the object 
of an Injunction; because a word that is a name has no injunctive force. 

The mention of the number serving as a measure of the Rk 

verses which are the chief means of the Hymning, it directly comes to 
have the character of the stoma, through its limiting of the Hymn itself; 
and as such the affix ‘da’ in the word ^pancadaganV becomes easily ex- 
plained. 


ADHIKARANA (3), 

[Treating of the fact of such words as ‘ Agniliotra ’ and the like being the 

names of sacrifices.'] 

Sutra (4), There are other sentences mentioning the acces- 
sories. 

Ohjeciion : “ All names are of two kinds — conventional and literal ; and 
as the names of botli these kinds having been dealt with in the foregoing 
two Adhiharanas what is left there that we proceed to consider now ? ” 

Beply : with regard to the literal namesy it has been said above that 
they n3ust be taken as names, because otherwise, it becomes necessary to 
have recourse to Possessive Indication ; and hence the present Adhikarana 
is taken up, in connection with such literal names as are capable of being 
taken as laying down the accessories of sacrifices, without having recourse 
to Possessive ludioation. Similarly too, in the next Adhikarana we shall 
treat of such conventional names as are capable of being taken as laying 
down the accessories of sacrifices, without leading to any syntactical split. 

And on this point, we have the following — 

PURVAPAKSiJA^^ 

In the case of the word “ Agnihotra ” the Siddhdnti also explains the 
‘‘compound as ‘ that wherein the offering is made to Agni,* and the sense 
“ of no other compound being cognised we can very easily take the 
“ compound as a JBdhuvnh% containing within itself a possessive implica- 
“tion (the compound being explained as ‘that Deity Eire whom the 
“offering is made’), and thereby the word can very easily be taken as 
“ laying down an accessory — Deity — of the particular sacrifice. And in 
“ support of this interpretation, we could bring forward all the arguments 
“that have been shown in the Purvapaksha oi Adhikarana (1). And 
“ though it is true that the Deity Fire is distinctly mentioned in connec- 
“tion with the Evening Libation (of the Agnihotra) y yet we could take 
“ the word ‘Agnihotra * either as laying down the Deity for the Morning 
“Libation apart from the Evening Libation, or as laying it down in 
“ connection with Mom a in general, and as such with particular reference 
“ to the JDarvi-MomUy &c., which have no Deities mentioned with them- 
“ selves ; specially as such is the force of the word ^ jnhotV in the sentence 
“ speaking of the various Momas. 

“ In the same manner, an ‘ dghdra ’ is ‘ that which is poured out ; ’ 
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md M smh ihQ word denotes all objects capable of being 

“ poured out, suoli as Butter, Milk and tbe like. And in tlie sentence 
^^ ^ agharamagharayati^ we find tbe word ^ agharam^ in the Accusative ; 

“ and as snob pointing out tbe aforesaid Butter, &c., undergoing a certain 
“ preparation by being poured out ; and as there can be no sucb prepara- 
“ tion without a definite purpose, we naturally seek for sucb a purpose* 

“ And then, all that is meant by the substances being ‘ poured out’ is that 
“ they are rendered capable of being poured out, and not that they are all 
“ ponred out, because tbe function of the word ■ aghara' rests only in 
“ tlie mere signification of tbe word, and not in tbe actual carrying of it 
“ into practice; and hence there is a desire to know what is to be done 
“ with the substance of which (by way of testing) a portion has been 
“ poured out. Even in ordinary experience, we find that when a certain 
“ substance is going to be drunk, people make it undergo a process of 
“ purification by being poured out. Thus then, the prepared or purified 
“ substance, being exactly like the extracted juice of the PuHlca (a suh- 
“ stitnte for Soma) or the Phalacamasa prepared for food, stands in need 
“ of an Action (that would be performed with it) ; and as such it connects 
“ itself with the Primary sacrifices of the Dar^a-Ptlrnamasa, But from 
“among these, there are some, such as the &e., that have their 

“ own particular materials distinctly laid down; and hence it is only the 
“ TJpMgu sacrifice that stands in need of the mention of a material ; and 
“ as such, the liquid material duly prepared, comes to be taken in connec- 
“ tion with this Upangii sacrifice. As has been well said: ‘A snb- 
“ stance, which has been mentioned in connection with a certain pro- 
“ cess of purification,— though not related to the Principal sacrifices — 
“comes to he taken along with other sacrifices mentioned in the 
“same context; for otherwise, it would be incapable of any purifica- 
“ tion.* ■' 

“ Or, it maybe that it is the denotation of the affix only fthat is to say, 
“ the mere factor * does ’ which is denoted by the ‘ tip * affix in ‘ UgMrayati ’) 
“that constitutes the BAdtJCKM of the TJpUngu sacrifice — which alone 
“ stands in need of the mention of a material — , with reference to which 
“the substance aghara having been laid down by the sentence (in ques- 
“ tion), the meaning of the Verbal root (in ‘ agMm') comes to be taken as 
“ mentioned only as tbe object of the aforesaid active affix. Or, it may be 
“ that by tbe mere fact of the ‘ Dhrauvagya ’ having been found to be men* 
“ tioned, points to the liquid character of the material ; and hence the 
“ sentence comes to be taken as the injunction of all that is capable of 
“ being poni'ed out, — ^for instance, such liquids as Milk, Butter and the 
“ like. 

“ And thus all that we want being accomplished by the direct 
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detiotation of the verbal root itself, what is the iise of taking the 
“ * agJiara * as a name ? Nor do we ever find any merely purificatory action 
“ to have parti onlar names. 

Says the BJiitshya : ^ It is hy direct assertion that tJie aecessory material 
“ w enjoiwed and the meaning of this is that the direct mention of the 
“ Accusative ending in the word ^aghUram^ points to the fact of the 
aghara being an object to be prepared or purified; and from this we are 
led to the conclnsion that snch a substance duly prepared, cannot but be 
“ the material of a particular sacrifice.’^ 

SIDDHINTA. 

To the above, we make the following reply 

Inasmuch as in the case in question, we find another sentence laying 
down the accessories of the sacrifice, any pointing out of it by the word 
in question would be absolutely useless ; and hence we cannot but take it 
to be a name. 

Against this the following argument may be urged : ‘‘If one took the 
“word ^ Agnihotra^ to lay down a Beity for the Evening Homa, and 
“ * Aghara ’ to lay down a material for the Ifpdngn (for which the acces- 
“ series are distinctly mentioned), then alone could the laying down of the 
“accessory by the word ^ Agnihotra* ov ^Aghdra^ be said to be use- 
“ less, on account of the material being directly enjoined in the sentence 
“ dealing with the Evening Libation, &c. As a matter of fact, however, 
“ we take the word ‘ Agnihotra^ SiS laying down the Deity for a sacrifice 
“which has no Deity mentioned in connection with it, and the word 
“ ‘ Aghara ’ as laying down tlie material for the Updncu sacrifice, for which 
“no other material has been mentioned; and as such how can the other 
“ sentences be said to have laid down the Deity and the Material (held to 
“ be laid down by the words ‘ Agnihotra * and ‘ Aghdra ' )?” 

To this we make the following reply: If the word ‘ Agmhotrd ’ were 
an Injunction, it would stand in need of an object for itself ; and the ques- 
tion would be whether this object would be included in the subject of the 
context, or would there be reasons for transferring it elsewhere ? The rela- 
tionship of Agni with the hotra {ov Eoma) having been established by other 
means (such as the Indication of the Mantra ‘ Agnirjyofirjyotih^ &c.V), and in 
accordance with this people being found to take up the performance of the 
Agnihotra , — the word ‘ ’ distinctly comes to he merely descrip- 

tive (of a sacrifice laid down elsewhere). It is a general rule that all 
accessories are laid down in connection with that which is denoted by the 
Verbal root in the sentence ; and Description too is never found to belong 
to any other action save that which forms the subject of the Context. . And 
hence in the case in question, if the word ‘ Agnihotra ' be taken as laying 
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down the accessor j Deity in connection with the Hbma that forms the sub- 
ject of the Context, then such an accessory could not hut be accepted as 
having been pointed out by another direct assertion of the Veda—that 
speaking of the Evening Libation of the Agnihotra (inasmuch as it is 
the JigmJiotra as a whole that forms the subject of the Context, and this 
latter sentence distmctly mentions Agni as its Deity) ; and hence the word 
y Agnihotm ^ cannot be taken as enjoining the Deity, because such a Deity 
has already been pointed out elsewhere. 

And further, in the case in question, there can be no description of 
that which is signified by the verbal root ; because it cannot be spoken of 
as that ^ this forms the subject of the Context ’ or that 4t does not.’ Conse- 
quently the sentence * agnihotram juhoti V must be taken as laying down a 
particular action or JEoma (named ^ As for the accessories 

of this Action, they are laid down in the passages dealing with the 
^Evening’ Libation, and that containing the word ’ hence any 

such action as the pure Agnihotra; (ie. without any, Deity, <|o.) not 
being found to be directly mentioned in the Veda, it cannot^ taken 
as the subject of the Context. Nor can the word be taken % being 
descriptive of that which is not in close proximity to it, because 
there are many intervening obstacles ; and as such it is as incapable 
of entering our minds as any stray action, like the KaundupUyina 
Homa. 

If it be held that, ‘ the word might be taken as enjoining the Homa as 
qualified by the Deity then, we reply that this could be possible 

only if the accessories were not laid down by other sentences ; as a matter 
of fact, however, we actually find them laid down by other sentences (and 
hence we cannot accept the explanation suggested). 

Nor do we find any grammatical rule that could justify our expiring 
the word ^ Agnihotra^ m Bative-Tatptirusha lB.omdb for 

Agni ’) ; and unless we have this we cannot take the word as laying do^yiT'- 
the Deity; and as for any ordinary relationship between Agni and the 
Homa, this could be pointed out by the Compound, taken as the Genitive — 
Tatpurusha ( =* the Homa of Agni ’) but this could not make the word an 
Injunction of the Deity. 

When, however, the sentence ^ AgniJwtram juhoti^ is interpreted as-"- 
Hhat Homa wherein the offering is made to Agni comes to be known as 
the Agnihotra, ’ — the word ^ Agnihotra * being taken as a name, descriptive 
of a certain action, whose Deity has been mentioned in another sentence, — 
though the genitive in ^agneh* would signify a mere relationship in 
general, yet it could satisfy the conditions laid down for the Dative com- 
pound ; because the word ‘ hotm ’ being explained as that which is offered 
{yat huyatB tadhotram), it becomes impossible for the word ^ Agnihotram\to 
51 
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he i^bken mhh ^ juhoti ' unless we explain the oompoand as a Bahuynhij 
pointing to something else {agneh hotram agnihotram, yasmin harmani 
agndhotfam tacca agnihotram, * that action in which the Jwtra or the material 
offered belongs to Agni ^ ; and in this manner the word * Agnihotm ’ could 
be taken in the first instance, as th e Genitive- Taiptirusha ( the Homa of 
Jigni) having the force of the Dative; just as in the case of the compound 
yAgvaghBsa/ we know that the grass is for the sake of the horse, yet as 
the one is not the material cause of another (which is a necessary condi- 
tion for a Dative- Ta(p?«rws^a), the compound cannot be spoken of as a 
UsbiiYe-Tatpurusha ; and hence we declare the compound to be a Genitive- 
Tatpurnsha having the sense of the Dative. 

Nor can the word be taken as laying down the Deity Fire for the 
Morning Libation alone ; as in that case, the Iloma, as indicated by the 
compound Agnihotm^) having been already got at, it would 
be only its accessories,-— in the shape of the material and the Deity, as de- 
noted by two distinct words ’ and * respectively,— whose re- 

lationship will have to be taken as being enjoined by the affix in the word 
And again, though the Deity (Fire) is known (from the sentence 
mentioning the Evening Libation) only in connection with one part of the 
Agnihotra, yet this cannot remove the fact of the word ‘ Aguiholra ’ being 
a name descriptive of the facts already got at from the other sentence 
(dealing with its various parts). 

As for the word ‘ aghdra,^ it is with a very great difficulty that we 
can establish its relationship to the Updn{^u sacrifice. 

And though the meaning of the verbal root (pihoti, &o.) can he taken 
only in the character of the Instrument, yet the words ^ Agniliotmm^ and 
‘ Aghdram * (in the Accusative) could be taken along with that factor of 
the Action which is yet to be accomplished. [That is to say, there can be 
no>ittsfcrumentality apart from the activity of the agent ; and hence the 
Instrumental character of that which is denoted by the verbal root would 
always indicate an action of the agent ; and this could not be possible 
without something to be accomplished by that action; and hence the 
meaning of the root would also contain an element of this something to be 
accomplished, which must be in the objective case, and as such quit© 
capable of being taken along with such other objectives as ‘ Agnihotram ' 
or ‘ dghdram,^2 

And again, the word * dghdra ’ is not very easily recognised as being 
the name of any particular material ; nor again is a material ever found 
to be laid down by means of a word with the Accusative ending (as it is 
always enjoined by means of one in the Instrumental case) ; and hence 
these words, being recognised as descriptive of the sacrifice, cannot he 
taken as Istying down other materials for it. 



ADHIKARANA (4). 

[Treating of the fact of such words as ^Qyina\ mi the like being the names 

of sacrifices. 2 

8titra(5). It points to the Action. 

As passages treated of in the present we can take the 

sentences cited in the Bhashya, and others also, but not the sentence 
^ athaisha jyotihf &c.’ ; because in this latter the word not having the 
Instrumental ending, it could never be taken as laying down an Accessory. 
When however these very words appear with the Instrumental ending, 
in other sentences, then they do become included in the present discussion. 
Or, even these may be accepted as forming the basis of the present dis- 
cussion; inasmuch as though having the Nominative ending, yet the 
word ^jyotih ’ may be taken as merely mentioning a particular material ; 
and it would be quite possible for another sentence laying down an action 
to be performed with this material. 

PDRVAPAKSHA. 

“The word -QyBnenaf in the sentence * CyBnenahhicaran yajBtaf 
“ must be taken as laying down the material for sacrifice ; and in support 
“ of this we could bring forward all the arguments shown in the Pwmt- 
pahsha of Adhikarana (1), Nor do we find the component parts of the 
“ word ‘ QyBna ' pointing to any sacrifice. The only way of making it 
“ refer to a sacrifice would be by making ‘ = Cyenavat (that which 

“ is like the Cyena) ; and certainly this would be an extremely round-about 
“ way of taking the word. And it is far more reasonable to have recourse 
“ to Possessive Indication, explaining * Cyenena ’ as * GyenamtR yagena 
“ (the sacrifice which has the Cyena or the Kite for its material). Nor is it 
“ necessary to assume the existence of the possessive affix matup and then 
“ eliminate it ; because the Cyena being distinctly recognised (through the 
“ Instrumental case-ending) as the means (of obtaining the particular 
“result), it naturally points to its invariable concomitant, the Action 
“ which is accomplished by its means. (That is, the word ‘ (^yBnBna 
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“ itself would point to the sacrifice performed, with the C^ena as the 
‘^ material)* , „ 

And' again, as, for the posssedve implication, it would be cognised at 
■ the time of the comprehending of the sentence, on account of the fact of 
“ the words occTirring in a single sentence. The implication of similarity 
“ however wonld be cognised at the time of comprehending the woi'd itself ; 

“ and as such this cannot foe admitted to be much weaker than, the former, , 
That is to say, if the word ‘ CyMa ' he taken as laying down the Kite as 
‘Hhe material of a sacrifice, rthe word ^ in snhseqnently indicating 

“ the sacrijice at which the Kite is used as the material^ does not entirely 
give up its own signification ; while when the word itself is pronounced 
it only points to its own signification — the as the material to be 

used. On the ofcher hand, when the word * Cyena ’ is taken as pointing to 
a sacrifice similar to the Kite, in this no trace of the original signification of 
“ the word is found to be pointing to something else similar (to the kites) ; 

and thus this theory would inyolYe the contingency of rejecting the 
** direct denotation of the word.” 

SIDDHAI!^TA. 

To all this, we make the following reply : That which is enjoined is 
always found to be eulogised by means of its similarity with a difierent 
thing ; and it is never found to foe eulogised by the pointing out of any 
similarity with itself. And in the case of the sentence in question, we 
meet with such eulogistic passages as — “ just as the Kite springs upon its 
prey and kills it, so does the performer of this sacrifice fall upon liis 
enemies/* where we find the Praise based upon a similarity ; and it is 
certain that the Praise must belong to that which has been enjoined (in the 
sentence ^ Cyenendhliicaran, &c,*) If then, the word, ^ (Jyena * in this Injunc- 
tive sentence be taken as enjoining the Kite as the materia! for the sacrifice , 
then it would be the Kite that would be the object of the Praise in the 
above passage ; but it is not proper to speak of it as being similar to 
itself. 

It may be urged here that— we do find certain instances where the 
“ pointing out of absolute identity constitutes a great praise, inasmuch 
as it shows that there is nothing equal to the object sought to be praised, 
** e.g,, we have such praises as—* the battle between Rama and Ravana was 
“ like the battle between Rama and Ravana.* ** 

This is true enough ; but in ordinary parlance we find that even such 
praises are based upon an assumed diversity of time, place, &c., (between 
that which is described and that which is cited in the simile). But in the 
case in question, we find that the word can be taken in such a way as to 
leave a difference between the object praised and the object cited, in the 
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simile : and tence in tliis case we can liave no ground for assuming any 
difference (of the Kite from itself). That is to say, if we take the word 
^ CyBna^ as the name of a sacrifice, there is no difficulty in having the 
‘ CyB7ia^-8aorifiGe described (and praised) as being similar to the ^ CyBna^ 
Bifi. Otherwise it would be necessaiy to have recourse to the indication 
of tbe possessive implication, as also that of an implication of similarity 
(the word being made to indicate the ^Cyenavat * sacrifice, and 

then we would have to assume a similarity of the Cyena bird with itself); 
and your theory would have to take recourse to another complication, of 
having to assume a difference of the Kite from itself (in order to explain 
the simile contained in the eulogistic passage). Nor is it possible for you 
to take the word ‘ Qy^na ’ as pointing to the material of the sacrifice, and 
then to transfer the Praise (which really belongs to the sacrifice) to the 
material connected with it; because tbe Injunction of the sacrifice itself 
(by the sentence ‘ QyBnenabhicaran yajeta ’) has not been set aside. That is 
to say, it is only the praise of something not enjoined that is transferred 
to something else ; while, in the case in question, we find the sacrifice itself 
to be directly enjoined, and as such quite capable of being taken along 
with the Praise ; aud hence we cannot accept the material (Kite) to be 
either enjoined (by the sentence ‘ Cyena, ^ &c.) or praised (by the eulogistic 
passage quoted). And your theory of the transference of the Praise would 
involve another complication of making the sacrifice indicate the material. 

And on account of the word ‘ QyenBna ’ occurring along with the word 
^yajeta' the former is as directly denotative of the Sacrifice as that of the 
Material (Bird) , While you have recourse to Indication in the Injunction 
itself, I accept it only in the descriptive detail. 

And as for the elimination of the possessive affix, such an elimination is 
possible only when the word expresses a ;pro^erty and not when it expresses 
a substance (like the Bird.) Vide on Fanini I — iv — 19 — ^ gunava* 

canebhyah,^ So. As for the implication of similarity, on the other hand, it 
is due to a distinct word, ‘ iva/ which, being a word by itself, can appear 
of itself after any word (and there can be no such restriction as in the 
case of the Possessive affix Matup). And again, the Possessive Indication 
will have to be assumed while the similarity is a well-established fact, as 
pointed out by the simile in the eulogistic passage. 

And in this connection also, we can bring forward, against the present 
Purvapalisha, all the objections that have been urged against the Purvapah- 
sJias of the foregoing Adhikaranas : — viz : The necessity of the Verb aban- 
doning its own meaning and taking up that of another, the extreme remote- 
ness of the meaning of the affix, and so forth. 


ADHIKARA^TA (5) 

[Treating of the fact of such words as ‘ ViljapBya^ and the Uhe being 
names of sacrifices.'] 

PtJEVAPAKSHA. 

Sutra (6). In the case of names, inasmuch as there is a dis- 
tinct mention of Accessories, there would be an Injunction of these. 

“ That which is denoted by the verb could be taken, by the system of 
Simultaneous Relationship (Tantra), as an Instrument with reference to the 
EesuU^ and as the Objective with reference to the Accessory (Material) ; and 
“there would be no incongruity in this. For instance, in the case of the 
“sentence—* ’—the full signification would be 

“that ‘ the sacrifice should be accomplished by means of the udhhid mate- 
“rial, and the acquisition of cattle should be accomplished by means of 
“the sacrifice;’ and thus the opeimtiou of both Injunctions going hand 
“in hand simultaneously (and thus there being no syntactical split), 
“the full construction of the sentence is got at, without having recourse 
“ to Possessive Indication. 

“In the same manner we could also explain the relationship of the 
“ word ‘ &jya ’ with the number (fifteen) of the Hymns, by the same method 
“of Simultaneous Relationship. 

“ Hence we conclude that in all cases of such words as you take to 
“be names y inasmuch as there is a distinct recognition of the mention of 
“ Materials or other Accessoines^ based upon the universally accepted 
“ meaniogs of words, ^ — we can very well take them to constitute the In- 
“ junctions (of such materials, &o,) ; and there is no reason for taking 
“them as Names. 

“The present discussion thus bears upon perhaps all such words as 
“are. taken to be names ; but the Bhdshyd cites the particular sentence — 
“ ‘ Yaja'pByena svUrajydkdmo yajeta ’ only, with a view that the true meaning 
“of this sentence may also be arrived at. As a matter of fact, however, 
“ the discussion may be taken as applying to all such sentences (as contain 
“ the names of sacrifices) ; as it has well been declared : * The Instrument 
“(of obtaining the result) having been laid down (in the shape of the 
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smnfim) Iby means of the word yajBta * (inasmuch as the unaccomplished 
‘‘sacrifice cannot operate as the Instrument) the sacrifice itself comes to 
“ be recognised as an ohjeetive (something to be accomplished) ; and it 
“ is for the sake of this objective that the accessory (Vuf apBya) is laid down 
“as the Instrument; and thus tliere is no need for a Possessive Indication,” 

SIDDHANTA. 

Sutra (7)* The two actions becoming the same, this cannot be. 

At first, with particular reference to the case of the VajapByay we 
offer the following reply : 

The word ‘ Vdjapeya * would mean a certain preparation of floiiVy 
sugary &c., and thus the sacrifice at which such a mixture of grain would 
be employed as the material, would, by this similarity of material, become 
an ‘ Aishtika * sacrifice (which is a name given to all sacrifices with grains, 

‘ Saumika ’ being the name of all that are performed with the juices of 
creepers, and * Pacu * referring to all at which the flesh of animals is 
offered.) [And thereby the Principal Primary ot all Aislitikns being the 
Darga-Purnamasa, it is the procedure of this sacrifice that would have to be 
followed in the sacrifice in question ; whereas as a matter of fact, the pro- 
cedure followed at it is that of the Jyotishtomay which is the Principal 
Primary of all 8aumiJcas,~\ And hence we conclude that the word ‘ Vaja- 
peya ’ in the sentence in question cannot be taken as laying down the 
material for the sacrifice, 

Sutra (8). A single word would have an extraneous significa- 
tion. 

We can have a SimtiUaneous Belationship only in a case where an 
object, in one and the same form, is found to be equally helpful (to both 
the factors with which its Simultaneous Relationship is desired). In 
a case however where the help accorded to the two factors is not equal, 
it becomes necessary to repeat the word (denotating the object so related) 

(and there can be no simultaneity in its Relationship). 

Thei*e are two ways of having the Simultaneous Relationship, — either 
by taking each word or sentence by itself, or by taking them collectively, 
according as what is signified by the verb occupies the secondary or the 
primary position (in the sentence). 

Thus then, in the case in question, if the material Vdjapeya be held ^ 

to be enjoined as a means or Instrument with reference to the sacrifice, then 
the Result (Sovereignty of Heaven) cannot be taken as the Instrument, 
because in that case, there would be no result for the sacrifice. Because 
in all cases the Result is such as is borne in mind (as something to be accom- 
plished by means of the sacrifice) ; and hence, in the case in question, if the 
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Sovereignty of Heaven be taken as tlie Instrument for the acoomplisli-. 
ment of tke sacrifice, tlien it would be a mere accessory detail of the 
sacrifice itself (and as sueb could not be something to he accompUshed), 

As for the Sacrifice also, it can be taken as an Instrument, only for 
the accomplishment of the Result, and not for that of the Material; 
because if the Sacrifice were taken as the means of purifying or preparing 
the material, this would not .be compatible with the Instrumental case- 
ending (in ‘ ’) (because that which is spoken of as some- 

thing to be purified, has always the Accusative ending). Her do we find 
any use for the particular material thus purified by the sacrifice; and as 
such we cannot very well accept this interpretation. 

In the same manner, it can be shown that the Sacrifice and the Result 
cannot be taken as the instrument for the accomplishment of the material. 

Hor can both the Sacrifice and the Material be taken as Instruments 
in the accomplishment of the Result ; because all that is necessary having 
been accomplished by only one of them, there could be no Injunction of 
tbe other (which would be comparatively useless). This we shall explain 
in detail later on (in AdhyayQ II ) where the Bhashya declares — ^ In a 
case where the transcendental result is accomplished by one sacrifice, any- 
thing else must be taken as having its* use only in the help that it accords 
to the former sacrifice.* " 

Hor can we admit of the Sacrifice^ as specified hy the particular material^ 
to he the object enjoined by the sentence in question; because that would 
necessitate our having recourse to Possessive Indication. 

Thus then, the only construction that would apply to the sentence in 
question (if the ‘ Vajapeya’ be taken as laying down the material) would 
be this : “ one should accomplish the Besidt by means of the sacrifice, nnd. 
the Sacrifice by means of the Material vajapeja.” Thus then, with refer- 
ence to the Besuli, the sacrifice would comprehended as— (a) the Instru- 
ment, (h) the Object of Injunction aiid(d) the Secondary Moment oiAj 

the means to an end) ; and at the same time, with reference to the Material 
the same sacrifice would be recognised as having the contrary characters 
of — (a) object in contemplation (sought to be accomplished, (h) object 
described (in contradistinction to that enjoined), and (c) the Primary factor 
(being the result sought to be accomplished). And as such there can be no 
Simultaneous Relationship (which thus necessitates the attribution of the 
aforesaid two sets of contradictory characters). Because if we admit of 
the one set of oliaracters mentioned above, the other set (being its con- 
tradictory) cannot be accepted; while if both be accepted, a syntactical 
split would be the inevitable result. Because wherever we have to attri- 
bute to; the saerifiee, the characters of the object in contemplation, as well 
as those of the Instrument, it always becomes necessary to assume two 
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distieet sentences, (as one 'and the same sentence cannot express twocon^' 
tradiotory properties)* 

The Objector is made to urge (in the Bhashya) ; But in the present 
case also ^ we mtually find two separate sentences — (1) ^ one desiring the sover- 
eignty of Meaven should perform the sacrifice f wad (2) ^ one should perform 
the sacrifice with the Vdjap^ya maferiaV ** And all that is done in this is 
to put forth more explicitly the aforesaid Simultaneous Eelationship of the 
Sacrifice. 

The reply given in the Bhashya is : We find in the sentence only four 
words Vajapeyena svdrUjyU’-hamo yajMa^) [and not as shown in the 
construction] ; and the sense of this is that, inasmuch as the relation that 
the sacrifice hears to the two (the Material and the Besult) is not equal, 
there can he no such Simultaneous Relationship. 

The idea, however, by which the Objector has been led away is that the 
form of the word ‘ yajeta ’ is the same in the two Sentences, and as such 
there can be no harm in taking it in common with the two sentences. And 
this is what the Bhashya denies, on the ground that in the interpretation 
of a word, its denotation is the more significant factor; and as such the 
difference in the denotations of the word yyajeta,^ as it appears in the two 
sentences, cannot but make us take the word itself to be difierent in the 
two sentences (as in one it denotes the object in contemplation, while in 
the other it denotes the object enjoined). 

The Objector is made to retort (in the Bhdshya) : It has been said 
that in case the word * Vdjapeya^ he taken as laying down the material for the 
sacrifice, the sacrifice hecomes an object described; but by what would it be 
described, ^c., ^cJ* What is meant by all this is that there is no real differ- 
ence (between the word ^yajeta ’ as used in one sentence and as used in the 
other). ^ 

But, even in the case of an Injunction of the material, it is only a 
verb that can be taken as having the Injunctive character ; and hence, 
the word ‘ Vdjapeya^ not being a verb, it cannot he accepted to be Injunc- 
tive (of the material). 

Says the Bhashya : If we admit of an Injunction in both oases, And 
the sense of this is that, if the sacrifice be held to be enjoined with reference 
to the Besult and the Material, then, — even if we do not take into account 
the fact of the sacrifice having a secondary character, — the mere fact of 
the verb having only a secondary character would make each of the two 
sentences complete in itself (independently of the other) ; and as such 
there would he no connection between the two sentences, [and hence the 
Tdjapeya could not be recognised as the material to be employed in that 
sacrifice which is performed with the purpose of obtaining the sovereignty 
of Heaven]. 
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It may be urged that, the Vdjai'^eya v^oxA^ be recognised as the material 
to he employed in the particular sacrifice, by the fact of the two sentences 
occurring in the same Context, just as in the case of the sentence, / Vrthi^ 
hliifyajBtal ; though there is nothing in the sentence itsfelf to vshow that the 
YriJii is the material to be employed in the Barga-Furnamasay jeh the fact 
of the sentence occurring in the context of that sacrifice distinctly points 
to the as a material to he employed in it. 

But this cannot be j because the sentence in question is taken to be an 
injunction of the sacrifice only (while in the case of the sentence* Fn7w&Mr- 
yajBtay the Context leads us to a definite conclusion, because in this, there 
is a transcendental result in question ; while there is no such result in the 
case of the Injunction of the Sacrifice as the means of accomplishing the 
Mateiual ; and as such the Context cannot be of any help in the matter). 

Thus then, we find that if the method of Simultaneous Relationship is 
accepted, then it is only independently of each other that the Material and 
the Result are found to be related to the Sacrifice ; specially as if the 
Sacrifice be taken as related to the one as qualified by the other, a Syntac- 
tical split is the inevitable result. 

And hence before the full context of all that is connected with the 
particular Result, in the shape of the sovereignty of -Heaven, has been 
completed, — if the word * be taken as laying down a material, 

such a material being connected with sacri/ices w general^ it would come 
to be recognised as related, either to all sacrifices, or to the Sacrifices bring- 
ing about certain transcendental results. The case of the sentence, * Vn- 
Mbhiryajehai is diferent ; because in that case, the context has been fully 
completed by means of the sentences dealing with the jDarga-Furnamasa 
Sacrifices; and then, if the material VrfM is laid down, it is at once recog- 
nised as belonging to the Darga-Piirnamasa, And this not being the case 
with the sentence under consideration, there can be no similarity between 
the two cases. 

Thus then, we conclude that the word ‘ Vajapeya ^ being found to be 
distinctly co-extensive with the Sacrifice performed by persons desiring the 
sowreignty ofHeami^ we cannot neglect this co-extensiveness; and as such, 
the word cannot but be the name of the particular sacrifice. 



ADHIKARANA (6). 

[Treating of the fact of such words as ‘Agniya \and the like not 
being the names of Sacridces.'l 

Sutra (9). If they were not laid down by another sentence, 
the Sacrifice as well as its Accessories would be enjoined by the 
word ; because of their being mixed up in the Injunctive word. 

The character and the fxinotion of iVames having been explained, we 
proceed to consider certain exceptions to them. 

It may be asked why the case of the Darvi-^Homa also is not taken up 
for consideration on the present occasion. But the fact is that this Homa 
has also been dealt^with under Sutra I — iv — 4 And, as’a|inatter of fact, on 
the present occasion we are treating only of the words treating of the 
objects of Injunction, whereas in the 8th Adhyaya we shall treat of the 
words contained in Arthavada passages, such for instance as— ‘ If one should 
perform only one sacrifice, he should perform the ‘ Darvi^Homa, * Or, it may 
be that when the fact of the word ‘ Barm-^Moma " being the name of a sacri- 
fice has been established, it is only its peculiarities that are considered in 
the 8th Adhyaya ; while on the present occasion we consider only the 
general characteristics of names. And as for 'the question of the word 
^ BarviSoma^ laying down an Accessory Material, it has been brought 
in under the 8th Adhyaya, only by way of an objection to the theory pro- 
pounded there, introduced only in the course of the discussion ; because the 
main object of the 8th Adhyaya is the consideration of Apurva. 

Now then, which are the passages laying down the action of which the 
word ‘ Agneya * (as contained in the sentence * cignBya$MdkapG.ld hhamti ’) 
could be the name ? 

The answer to this constitutes the 

PCTRVAPAKSHA. 

The Sentence ’ ashtakapdlb hhavati ’ expresses a Bh^mna^ with a cer- 
tain order of sequence, pointed out by the material only ; and for the sake 
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of suoli BMvan^s, in tlie same order as themselveSs we find certain Mantras 
«« , — the couplets of the and the &o.— dedicated to such 

^Vdeities as and the rest ; and these Mantras, coming to be employed 
**iii the order of the Bhmanas^ distinctly point, through their own expres- 
** Bive Power, to the Deities belonging to each of these ; as other- 

wise, these Mantras conld not be of any use in the sacrifices ; as the only 
useful purpose that the Mantras can serve in a sacrifice, is the pointing 
“ out either of the process of the Action, or of such accessories coniieoted 
“with it, as the Deity or the Material j and in the case in question 
“we find that the Mantras do not point out any Action or Material; 
“ and if the Agni, &c,f that are mentioned in them do not he recognised 
“ as having any connection with the Sacrifices, the Mantras themselves 
“could not he accepted as having anything to do with the Sacrifices; 
“ therefore on account of the fact of the Mantras forming parts of the 
“ Sacrifice being well recognised, we cannot but conclude that Agni and 
“ the rest, that are pointed out by the must have some connection 

with the sacrifices ; and inasmuch as these form the chief objects pointed 
“ out by the Mantras, Agm and the rest come to be recognised as Deities; 
“ and as on this score the sacrifices do not differ from the Manto'as, the same 
“ Deities come to be known as the Deities of the sacrifices. And again, the 
“ Purodaga or Cake spoken of as ^AshidkapMa^ is of the nature of a Savi 
“ (material to be offered to a Deity) ; and as such by its very nature it 
“ appears to be something to be employed in the sacrifice ; and as such by 
“its very character of an ‘ offering * it stands in need of the mention 
“ of the Deity to whom it would be offered ; and this want is supplied by 
“ the Mantras. Thus then we find that the sacrifices having their materials 
“ distinctly laid down in the sentence ^ AsJitahapalo hhavati, ’ the 

word * Agmtja ’ must be taken as the name of these sacrifices, bn account 
“ of the reasons shown under Sutra I — iv-— 4. 

“ Or, the ashtciJcapala ’ having the character of an offering (because the 
“ word signifies the cakes as purified in the eight vessels, and that which 
“ is purified cannot but be meant as an offering to the gods),— we have an 
“ Injunction for cutting them into two pieces, and then there is another 
“ Injunction for spreading them and pouring them out, with a view to 
“ purifying them, which process finally makes the cakes divided into four 
“ pieces each ; and then we have the Injunction ‘ offers the quartered 
“ cake, ^ which points to the fact of the Soma also being four in number ; 
“ and thus the four Deities Agni, &c., also, as pointed out by the mantras, 
“ coming to be recognised as the Deities of the Homas, the word ‘ Agneya ’ 
“cannot hut be taken as a-'JTcjme. This explanation saves us from the 
“ anomaly of accepting an Injunction of many objects (which is inevitable 
“ when the word is not taken as a Namey^ 
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To all this we make the following reply; When the sacrifices are not 
laid down by any other word, then these sacrifices as well as their acces- 
sories must be taken as enjoined by the word in question, because they 
are not separate from it. 

The sacrifice cannot be taken as^ enjoined, by the mere mention of a 
certain relationship between a certain Material, a Deity and the prepara^ 
tion of these (as shown in the PurvapaksJia), Why? Because the Material 
(Cake) by itself cannot have any tiling to do with the Mantras (the Yojya, 
&c.) (because it is only after the material has been, recognised as one to be 
offered at a sacrifice that there arises a desire to learn with what Mantra 
the offering is to be made). Nor do we recognise the Material as having 
any connection, with the words denoting something else (for instance, the 
words of the Mantras pointing out particuiar Deities). That is to say, 
the mere declaration ^ ashtakapalo bhavati\dom not lay down any action 
of the human agent, during the performance of which the Mantras could 
be required as reminding the agent of certain details of the action. Nor 
is the mere being of the cake B,n action to be performed by the liuman agent, 
because each action has a definite agent (and the agent of this being is the 
Cake itself). And as the Material already exists, there can be no making 
of it by the agent, and as such even this cannot be taken as standing in 
need of the Mantra which would remind the Agent of it. As for the 
Mantras themselves — ‘ agnirmurdhd, &o / — they do not express either the 
Material or its action; and as such, even through this there could not be 
any relationship between the Ma7itra;S, and the Material ; specially as the 
Material has no connection with the words of the Mantra, that denote 
Agni and the rest. 

And again, the Cake could not be recognised as having the character 
either of the Sacrifice or of an offering (JELavi) ; and as such it could not 
stand in need of the mention of a Deity to whom it would be offered ; 
and hence too, the Manti'as could not have any connection with the Material 
(cake). That is to say, if the Sacrifice were recognised first of all, then 
alone could there be a desire to know the Deity to whom the sacrifice 
would be offered; and then alone could the Mantras, pointing out the 
Deities, have any connection with the Material; as a matter of fact, 
however, no Sacrifice is denoted by the word ^bhavatV in the sentence 
‘ ashtakapalo hhamtV And until its connection with the Sacrifice has 
been fully comprehended, the Cake cannot, be recognised to have, the charac- 
ter of an offering or Eani ; because the word ‘ Havi ’ is a relative term, 
(depending for its full connotation upon an idea of that to which the offer- 
ing is to be made), and it is not an absolute term, denoting the natural 
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form of any object by itself. Because w© find tbat tbe same material, 
Milk, <&c., wbicbj wben offered at .sacrifices, is called by tbe name of ® Mavi ’ 
(offering), is not so called, wben not in eonnection with a sacrifice. 

The same arguments apply to tbe theory of tbe word * Vbeiiig 

a name, based upon tbe mention of tbe offering of tbe quartered ^ Oak© * 
(see above). 

In tbe case of snob words as ^BgMra* and tb© like, tb© ^ UgTiUf ana * 
(or pouring out) is an action \ and as snob by itself it stands in need of a 
Mantra ; and tMs Mantra, tbus pointed out, and baving its use laid down 
by a distinct direction in tbe Veda, it is only right that we should accept 
it as pointing out a Deity. 

And again, there are only three ways of pointing out the Deity of a 
sacrifice : — viz : (1) by means of a nominal affix, (2) by means of the Dative 
case-ending ; and (3) by means of certain expressive words in the Mantra ; 
and among these the one that follows is always weaker in authority than 
that which precedes it. And in the case in question, when we find the 
Deity being distinctly pointed out by tbe in the word 

* dgnBya [ (which is the most authoritative way of mentioning the Deity), 
why should we have recourse to the least authoritative method, holding 
the Deity to be pointed out by the words in the Mantras (the Yajyct, &c.) ? 
specially as it is only an Apparent Inconsistency that can justify our hav- 
ing recourse to this method of arriving at the Deity ; but wben we find the 
Deity actnally pointed out by tbe nominal aj06lx, and there is no inconsis- 
tency, any recourse to it is most unjustifiable. 

Thus then, we eonclude that the relationship between the Material 
(Cake) and the (Agni) is pointed out by the word ^ agneya,^ and the 

sacrifice comes to be enjoined by means of the word ^ hliavati,^ as aided by 
this word and certain Arthavada passages (eulogising the offering of the 
cake as prepared in the eight vessels) ; and then it is that, there being a 
further desire to learn the details of the sacrifice, the Veda lays down the 
Mantras (the Yajyct, <fec.) in a certain order of sequence. And thus we 
find that we cannot but accept the Injunction today down many things 
(the Deity, the Sacrifice, the Mantra, <fec.). 

The word ‘ YidhanartM^ in the 8utra has been explained in the Bha- 
shya as in the word with the nominal affix ; and the sense of this is that the 
word with the nominal affix is capable of serving the purposes of an Injunc- 
tion. 

All the following factors appear mixed up in (not separate form) 
this word ‘ agnBya’ : (1) the Deity is mentioned by the original basic noun 

* Agni; * (2) the material offered to that Deity is expressed by the nomi- 
nal affix ‘ dhah ; ’ (3) the relationship of the Material and the Deity also is 
pointed out by the implication of the same affix j (4) the word ‘ ashtakapQla ^ 
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l 3 eing :in tt©. same loriBg and hence oo-extensive with the word * Bgney a/ it 
comes to he recognised, together with all its attendant qualifications (that 
is, the Cakes as prepared in the eight vessels), as qualifying, and thus in« 
eluded in, the denotation of the word ^agneya,* (5) the fact of the Material 
heing Stgn^ya (belonging to Agni) cannot be accomplished, unless it is 
made so by a human agent (ofering it to Agni) ; and hence the word 
\ agneya ^ indicates the Bhavana (action of the agent) also ; and (6) lastly 
there could be no such BhamnU — le,, the material could not he made 
without the performance of a Sacrifice; and hence the word 
‘ agneya ’ must be taken as indicating also a particular Action of the Agent 
in the sh^pe of the sacrifice, 

Thns then, the chief Injunction being contained in the word with 
the nominal affix, and all other attendant accessories also being indicated 
by it, there is no occasion for any syntactical split. 

And as an Injunction of the Accusative noun (^a^am) as denoted by 
the verbal root' {^yajeta') is always preceded by an Injunction of the 
Bhavana, even though the Bhavana may not he directly mentioned, yet it 
is always accepted to be enjoined, as qualified by the ‘sacrifice; ' and all 
the other qualifications are indicated by Apparent Inconsistency (of the 
Injunction of the qualified jB/idt;and, which could not be possible without 
an injunction of the qualifications). It is this BliUvana that is meant by 
the word ‘ Samhandha^ in the Bhdsliya (in the sentence — sanibandho hi 
vidhiyamdno na gahyatB sambandhinavavidhdya vihita iti vahkom) ; because 
it is this BhUvana that contains within itself all the factors of the rela- 
tionship in question ; specially as it is not possible for any mere relation- 
ship of the Material and the Deity to he enjoined; because this relation- 
ship does not contain within itself any element of Action. 

The word ^ avihhagat * means — -‘ inasmuch as the word implies all the 
factors (enumerated above)* ; and the qualifying sentence they are not 
laid down by any other word* points to the fact of Apparent Inconsistency 
being the only ground of accepting the Injunction of the various factors of 
the relationship. 


ADHIKABANA (7). 

[TTeating of the fact of such words as ‘ Varhih^ and the lihe leing 
pressive of a ge7iu8,'] 

Sutru (10). The words ' VarMh \ and 'Ajya * being found to 
be applied even to such articles (grass and butter) as have not un- 
dergone any purificatory process, they cannot be taken to be ex- 
pressive of such purified materials only. 

In connection with Names, we proceed to consider, in the next three 
Adhiharanas^ the significations of the na m es of Materials . 

Though the 8ntra mentions only the two words ‘ Yarhih ’ and ‘ Afya^ * 
yet the Bhashya adds the word ‘ Furodaga ’ also j because the case of - all 
these words is exactly similar. 

PURVAPAKSHA. 

“ According to the Sutra I — ^iii — 9, it is clear that these words ax’e used, 
‘‘ by sacrificers, with reference to the purified materials only ; and as there is 
“ nothing incongruous in accepting the same fact in ali cases, we conclude 
“ that the words in question have their significations based upon the purl- 
fication of the materials. Specially, as a matter of fact, we find that in 
ordinary parlance, people do not make use of such words as ^ puroddga * 
and the like ; and hence just as the word ‘ yUpa * is applied only to a post 
“ that has undergone a certain process of preparation and purification, so 
“ the words in question also express only such materials as have been pre- 
** pared and purified in a particular manner. ” 

SIDDHINTA. 

But it is not so ; because when a word is found, even in one place, to 
be expressive of the Classy there being no reason for rejecting this denota- 
tion, we cannot assume any other signification of it (in the shape of puri- 
fied materials^ &o) , 

That is to say, it is a well-recognised fact that the words in the Veda 
are the same as those in ordinary parlance ; and their significations too are 
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the same in botli ; and hence the Veda being dependent upon the meanings 
of words as known among ordinary people, when a certain word has once 
been found to be denotative of the Olass, there can be no ground for as- 
suming any other expressive potency in the word. And further, as the 
Class ’ (grass) is present in the purified grass also, we can have no 

reason for denying the fact of the Glass loeing denoted by the word, even 
when it occurs in the Veda. 

And further, even before the grass has undergone the process of cui- 
ting, &c., the Veda lays down the Injunction of such cutting (such as ‘the 
grass should be out *) ; and in this it is clear that the word ‘ grass ’ is used 
in the ordinary sense of the (because there could be no cutting of 

that which has already been cut). 

Thus we find that the word ‘grass V is never used apart from the 
class, while it is found to be used (in ordinary parlance) apart from any 
idea of the special processes of purification, <kj. ; because no purifications 
are laid down in connection with ordinary parlance, no words in ordinary 
parlance could be acce pted as expressing any purified material, 

ll^or can the case of the word ‘ grass ’ be said to be similar to that of 
the word ‘ gtlpa ’ ; because the denotation of the former is otherwise ex- 
plicable; and in the case of the latter, we accept it to be expressive of 
the prepared post, because the word is not known to express anything in ordi- 
nary parlance. 

That is to say, at the time that we come across the Injunction of 
the Cutting of the wood for the post, or of the fastening of the animal to 
the post, — if we had any idea of any meaning of the word ‘post/ as known 
in ordinary parlance, then we could never have any necessity of subvert- 
ing the natural order of words — in the Injunction ‘the post should be 
cut^ — and construing it aS“-‘ that which is cut is the post* (in which case 
the post which is the subject in the original sentence is made the predicate, 
and vice versa). The case of the words ‘grass,* <&c., however, is diferent 
(their signification being fully recognised in ordinary parlance). 


ADHIKARANA (8). 


[_To'eating of the fact of the word ^ prohshanV being tahen in if s Uteral 
signifioaiion.'] 

Sutra (11) : In the case of such words as ‘ proksharii ’ and the 
like, there is a distinct compatibility of the literal meaning. 

PtJRVAPAKSHA. 

The conventional meaning* of a word being based upon the direct 
‘‘mention of tlie word, ib cannot but be accepted as more anthoritatiTe 
“ than the literal meaning which is based upon the signification of its 
“ individual component parts, whose functioning is like that of Syntaso 
“ (which is always weaker in its authority than Direct Assertion). That 
“ is to say, in the case of the conventional meanings of words, people 
“ cognise these directly by means of the letters of the word (as pronoun- 
“ ced) ; whereas in the case of the literal meaning, it cannot but be more 
“ or less indirect, inasmuch as it rests in the signification of the individual 
“ component parts of the word.’’ 

SIDDHAlSrTA. 

All this may be quite true; but we must admit the component 
parts themselves, to have individual expressive potencies of their own ; as 
otherwise there could be no literal meaning of the word. And hence it 
is only where there is no literal meaning (compatible with the sentence) / : 

' that a certain signification being found to have been assigned to the word • , 
by convention, — we are obliged to accept this latter meaning ; there being , 
no other way (of making the word compatible with the sentence in which 
it occurs). 

That is to say, it is only when the conventional meaning has been 
fully established that it sets aside the literal meaning ; and, as a matter of 
fact, it is accepted to be fully established, only by some other means of 
knowledge, when the word is found to be used in"a sense totally different from 
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tlie previoTislj Becognised literal one ; as for instance, when the word 
^ agvakarm \m used as tlie name of a tree, wMch has no connection with 
horse’s ear. In this case, the word is found to he used in a sentence where 
it cannot have the meaning that is expressed by it literally ; and hence from 
the Apparent Inconsistency of its such usage, we are obliged to assume 
(oonventionally) another expressive potency for it. And thus it is only 
in such cases* as that of the word ^ agmharna,’ that, though both significa- 
tions are possible, yet there being no recognition of the literal meaning, 
the significations of the component parts of the word come to be set aside, 
and the comprehension of the mere Yerbal form of the word brings about 
the comprehension of the conventional meaning (of the word as a whole), 
which thus, in this case, becomes more authoritative than the literal mean- 
ing. ' 

In the case of the word ^ prohshanl’ however, the word is made up of 
— (= excellently) + sic (=to besprinkle or wash) + lyut (= Instru- 
mental), the literal meaning of the word thus being ‘ that by which washing 
is emellently done)’ and certainly this is quite as applicable to water (which 
is held to be the conventional meaning of the word as a whole), as any 
explanatory sentence ; and thus there being no ground (in the shape of any 
Apparent Inconsistency for assuming any other conventional expressive 
potency o£ the word) it can have no conventional signification. 

For instance, in the case of the word ‘ ' itself, if somehow 

or other, the ‘ ears of a horse ’ were found to exist in the particular tree 
denoted by the word, no one would ever assume an invisible conventional 
potency for the word as a whole. 

Thus then we conclude that the vf ovdi ^ ^rohshanl’ cannot have its 
signification oonventionally restricted to the water alone ; and as such it 
must be taken as denoting all liquids in general. 


' [Says the Bhashya— -T/ie use of this Adhiharana lies in the fact that 
Butter also becomes a ‘ washing material ’ ; and if the word be taken as referring 
to a purified material, then the direction would be in the form ^ prokshanzrasa-^ 
day a.’"] And it is to this form of the direction that an objection is raised : 

Even though the word may refer to a purified material, yet, from the 
“particular gender, &c., of the word * prohshanlh’ it is clear that it refers 
“ to the water (apah) j and hence the presence of the feminine sign * f ^ 
“ would set aside the possibility of Butter being brought in’’ 

The reply to this is that — if prior to the addition of the feminine sign 
* if the word had been recognised to be significant of the purified material, 
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tken (in accordance with the conTentional meaning of the word), the femi- 
nine affix would come to Tbe recognised as being due to the partictilar 
gender of' the snbstratmn (of the property signified by the word) ; and as 
such all substances of any other gender (such as * ghrta\ and the like) 
would come to be set aside; and the nse too of the word in the direction 
in question being unique, even at the time of the purification of the 
materials, the word would remain in the same position — with a feminine 
ending; and as such its use being exactly like that of the word * Yedi/ 
the word could not be recognised to be denotative of any other thing; 
and in that case the feminine ending ^ i ’ would be quite significant. When, 
however, the word is held to have a literal meaning, even before the addi- 
tion of the feminine ending, the literal meaning of the word is recognised 
to be the same (washing material) ; and hence when the particular washing 
material meant is the Butter, the feminine ending is not added, the noun 
by itself is simply used (the direction being simply ^ prohshanamasadaya ’). 
And though in a case when Injunctions refer to the vex'bal form of a 
word, no changes in it are allowable, yet there can be no such restriction of 
words in the case in question; because the direction refers to materials, 
and not to their names ; and hence it is by no means possible that the word 
(in the said direction) being incapable of being changed into 
^prohshana,' the word to be used must be ‘ only, as in the case of 

the words that have their significations conventionally fixed to the class 
(of objects). 



ADHIKARANA**(9> 

[ Treating of the fact of the word ^ Nirmanthya^ being tahm in its literal 

seme,'] 

Sutra (12) ; So also in the case of the word * nirmanthya/ 

In the case of the movdi f Nirmanthy a ^ (=the fire produced bj fric- 
tion) also, we can (as before) raise questions as to its signifying the 
class or e, 'purified fire, and then we should set aside these names and 
finally prove that it must; be taken in its lifceral signification. 

[The Bhashya says that in the sentence ‘ nirmanthyena ish{akdh pacanti ^ 
the tvord ^ nirmanthya’ means the ^ fire that is produced by friction on the 
very spot ; ^ and it is against this that we haye the following] 

PtiEVAPAKSHA. 

‘‘ The word ‘ Nirmanthya* signifying only * the fire produced by fric- 
‘‘ tioD,’ and as such having its sole purpose in the setting aside of the em- 
‘‘ ploying of such fires as are produced, either from electric sparks or by 
striking, or from the solar gem, (fee., — ^why should it be taken to mean the 
produced on the spot T In ordinary parlance— as for instance in the 
‘‘ case of the sentence ‘ Ndvamtena bhunhte ^ cited in the Bhashya — the signi- 
“fication of words being based upon the purposes that they serve, even 
though the word ‘ NdvanttBna [ itself does not necessarily denote the fact 
of the fresh-boiled hnttQV being meant, yet by the fact of the word ‘ ghrta ^ 
“ alone being generally used in the sense of the ordinary butter, the 
** special use of the word ‘ NavamtBna^ may be taken as indicating the 
freshly-boiled hvittev I because out of cream (ndvam- 

“ tena),t\\e repetition of the word ‘ ndvanUena^ eebnx be taken to signify 
the fact of the freshly-boiled butter being meant to be eaten. The case 
of the word ‘ Nirmanthya,’ however, is different. Because in this case 
“the only authority is that of the words of the Veda (in this case, tlie 
“word ^ Nirmanthya^ itself)) and this word having its sole use in the 
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** setting aside of the fire produced by other processes, it cannot indicate 
anything as to whether the fire produced by friction meant here should 
be one produced on the spot, or at any time j and as such bow can it be 
taken to signify the fire produced by friction on the spot f For certainly, 
this immediateness does not form part of the literal signification of the 
“ word, which rests only in the fact of the fire being produced by the 
“ particular process of friction. Therefore the declaration of the Bhashya 
“ is not right.” 

SIDDHlFTA. 

But the above arguments do not affect our position ; because the 
presence of the Fire itself being indicated by the word ‘ paha ’ (cooking) 
itself, the addition of the word ‘ Nirmanthya^ must be taken as with the 
sole view to lay down the particular qualification of the Fire that is 
meant ; and this qualification (of being produced hy friction) forming part 
of the aforesaid cooking could not but be brought about at the very place 
where the cooking is to be done. 

That is to say, in the sentence— Hhe red-turbaned priests move about * 
— the presence of the priests themselves having been pointed out by other 
texts, the sentence is taken only as laying down the fact of their having 
red turbans; exactly in the same manner, in the case in question, the 
action of producing the fire by friction must be taken as a qualification 
(of the Fire) laid down as part of the cooking ; and it is a well-known 
fact, which will be explained later on, that the subsidiary actions should 
be performed, at the same place and time, and by the same person, as 
the Primary Action ; and hence the cooking spoken of in the sentence in 
question could not but be done by the Fire produced by friction, at the 
time of the Cooking, in the same place, and by the same person (that 
does the cooking); and this is all that is meant by the Bhashya passage to 
which exception has been taken (in the Purvapaksha) , 


ADHIKARANA (10). 

^Treating of the fact of words like ‘Yai^vadevaV being names of sacri- 

Jices,'] 

Sutra (13) : In the case of the word * Vaicvadeva ’ there 
is an option/’ 

The case of the word ‘ VaigvadBva * in the sentence ‘ Vaipvadevena 
yajeta,^ does not come in any of the foregoing Adhikaranas; for (1) the 
Accessory-Deity in this case being mentioned by means of the nominal 
affix, the acceptance of such an Injunction does not necessitate the assump- 
tion of a possessive indication ; (2) nor are there many objects of the 
Injunction, and as such there can be no syntactical split ; (3) nor is there 
any other Injunction of the Deities of the whole Oaturmdsya sacrifice; (4) 
nor is the nominal affix inexplicit in this case, as is the compound in the 
word ‘ Agniliotra ; ^ specially as in all cases, the Deity is laid down by 
means of such nominal affixes ; (5) nor does the word ‘ Vaigvadeva * point 
to any particular sacrifice, like the word ‘ Cyena ’ (pointing to the Qyena 
sacrifice) ; (6) there being no mention of any result, in this case, there 
could be no diversity in the form of the root ‘ yaji,^ as has been found 
in the case of the word ‘ Vafa^pBya.^ And thus the present case not be- 
ing included in any of those treated of above, we take up its considera- 
tion now. 

TsTor can this enquiry be said to have been interrupted by the con- 
sideration of the meaning of the words ‘ VarM,* ; because in all these 
cases, it is only the names (of sacrifices and materials) that form the objects 
of enquiry. Or, it may be that in the case of such words as ‘ Nirmanthya ’ 
and the like, it has been found that the names that have literal meanings 
signify something not got at before ; and as such are found to serve the 
purpose of Injunctions ; and the question very naturally follows —whether 
or not the same may be said of the word ‘ VaigvadBva ’ also* 

The Purvapahsha says ‘ there is an option ; ' but this is only an ex- 
planation of what follows if the word is takenjas laying down an Accessory 
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(ue., in tliat case, inasmucli as there are other Deities laid down by other 
passages, there would be an option among the Deities to whom the sacri- 
fice in question could be offered). 

In connection with the word, the following question is raised : * If it 
is the Injunction of an Accessory, then the sacrifice itself cannot be enjoined ; 
nor could the word refer to the sacrifice enjoined by a sentence, far re- 
moved from it; and hence the word cannot be taken as laying down a 
Deity forthe Agneya sacrifice, which forms the subject-matter of the parti- 
cular context ; because any such Injunction of a new Deity is barred by 
the fact of the Deity of these sacrifices having been laid down in their 
own original Injunctions.’ 

And on this we have the following 

~ ' PtTRVAPAKSHA. 

There could be an option in making the offering to the VtpvBdemSy 
or to the Deity pointed out in the original Injunction. And neither the 
Sutra nor the Bhashya has yet shown that that which is mentioned in 
“ the original Injunction is more authoritative than anything laid down 
‘‘subsequently; and hence there is nothing to prevent us from accepting 
all the Deities as equally authoritatively mentioned. 

“ And further, no useful purpose could be served by making the word 
“ ‘ YaigvadBva ’ refer (as a name) to all the sacrifices (that constitute the 
“ OUturmUsya sacrifice). Nor are the TaigvBdevas ’known (prior to the sen- 
“ tence in question) to belong either to one of these sacrifices or to all of 
“them taken collectively (and as such the word could not be taken as 
“ referring to these sacrifices). 

“ That is to say, if the word did not lay down the Accessory-Deity, 
“ the whole of the sentence in question would be useless. Because the 
“ sacrifices in question, either singly or collectively, are not known to be 
“ related to the Yigvedevas ; and they could not be spoken of by the 
“name ^Yaigvadem;* nor does the verbal root (in the sentence 

“ ‘ Yaigmd^v^na yajeta^) signify the AmiJcsJia sacrifice only (which has been 
“ distinctly pointed out as belonging to the Yigvedevas); nor again is the 
“ word ‘ YaigvadEva^ held (even by the Siddhanti) to apply to the Amihshd 
“ sacrifice only ; hence we must take the word as laying down the 
“ Acccessory- Deity for the seven sacrifices (which, with the Amilcsha^ form 
“ the eight sacrifices of the GUturmdsyoi) . 

“ Against this the following might be urged : ‘ In that case, the same 
“ ‘ word YaigvadBm would be an Injunction with reference to the seven 
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‘^ sacrifices, and a mere Description, with reference to the Amihsha ) 

“ this would involve a self-contradiction.’ 

“ But it is not so; because although all the eight sacrifices form the 
“ subject-matter of the context, yet the function o£ an Injunction can rest 
“ only in that whereto that which is enjoined is not already known to he- 
“ long ; and hence there could be no self-contradiction -in the matter.” 

SIDDHINTA. 

Sutra (14). But it is not so ; because of the Context, and be- 
cause of there being a direct Injunction; specially as the Context 
does not apply to the material. 

To the above Purvapahsha, we make the following reply : The word 
cannot be an Injunction of the Accessory- Deity for the sacrifices in ques- 
tion; because their Deity having been already mentioned, there is no 
room for any other Deity; nor can there be an option in the matter, 
because the authoritative character of the two Injunctions is unequal. 

Agni, &c., have been laid down, by means of the Direct Denotation 
(pruti) of the nominal affix (in the word ‘ <5bo.), as the Deities for 

the Ashtahapala^ <&c. ; while the fact of the being their Deity 

is held to be pointed out by the syntactical order (of the sentence ‘ Vaigva- 
dBvena yajeta') [and certainly Direct Assertion is more authoritative than 
any indications of the syntax]. It may be urged that in the former case 
also that which signifies the fact of Agni being the Deity of the AshtWka- 
pobla is also a sentence (the syntactical connection between the words 
^ agneya^ Q>nd ^ aslitd.kapala’). But it is not so, because the relationship 
of the material (Ashtdkapala) with the Deity {Agni) having been establish- 
ed by the nominal affix (in ‘ a^wei/a’), all that the sentence does is to point 
out the fact of qualifying the 

It might be urged that the same may be said to be the case with the 
word ‘ YaigvadBda^ (as this also establishes the relationship of the 
material with the But that is not possible; because in this 

case the process would be a highly complicated and round-about one ; as 
we shall have to assume the (word to signify) the relationship (of the 
Deity YigvMevas) with a material that will have to be taken as indirectly 
indicated by the ‘ sacrifice ’ denoted by the word ‘ yajeta ’ ; for certainly 
the word ‘ VaigvadBvena^ is not found to be expressive of any material, 
either that which belongs to the sacrifices treated of, or any other ; all 
then that we can say is that the co- extensiveness of the word ‘ Fazpva- 
devena ’ with the denotation of the word ‘ yajBta * points to the construction 
54 
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tlmt ^ by meaiis of the FatpmdJem sacrifice, <fec., ; aad that as 
there could be no sacrifice, without a material, the only material that could 
be made to reach the ( by means of this sentence alone) would 

be that which is indicated by the (apparent inconsistency of the sacrifice. 
But the sentence only pointing to the relationship of the sacrifice with 
the Baity, this relationship of the material could only be assumed by 
means of the exigencies of the Context ; and such an assumption could 
be only in this form: ‘ when offering the AgnBya sacrifice, one should offer 
it as the Yaigmdeva sacrifice sacrifice of which the FipreJeras are 

the Deities) and none other ? 

In the case of the Injunction of the Agneya sacrifice, howeYer, there 
is no need for having recourse to any indirect indication, or for calling in 
the help of the Context ; and this fact constitutes a great difference in the 
authoritatiYe character of the two Injunctions. 

Says the sutra — na hi praJcm'anandmvyasya (the Context does not apply 
to the material). This may mean— (1) either when the sentence lays 
down the relationship of the material with Agni^ there is no need for calling 
in the help of the Context ; (2) or that the Context of the material has not 
been accepted by the sentence ^ YaigvadBvena^ &Q, ’ (t.e., it does not make 
any mention of the material). 

The Bhashya explains this sentence («a hi praharanandravyasya) as that 
the Context cannot set aside the thing that is directly laid doim ; and in this 
the Bhashya evidently takes the word ‘ dravya ' as thing (and not as the 
material for a sacrifice), the sense of the Bhashya being that such a thing 
as Agni^ which has been directly laid down’ as the Deity , cannot be set aside by 
any considerations of the Context Or, in the Bhashya sentence, the word 
^Crutasya’ (directly laid down) may not be taken as qualifying the word 
^ dravyasyaf — the sense of the Bhashya passage in that case being that, 
Ag7i% which has been ‘directly laid down’ as the Deity ‘ in connection with 
the partictdar material’ cannot be set aside by the Context, 

[Tims then, it has been shown that the word cannot be taken as lay- 
ing down a Deity for the . sacrifi.ces that form the subject-matter dealt 
with]. Nor can the ‘sacrifice* denoted by the word ‘ yajeta’ in the sen- 
tence in question be taken, either as pointing out a Deity in reference to 
another sacrifice mentioned somewhere else (such as the Dpmgu sacrifice 
for which no particular Deity has been laid down), or as laying down an 
altogether fresh sacrifice together zvith its particular Deity, 

As for the pointing out of the whole set of sacrifices (constituting the 
Gaturmasya) by the word ‘ YaigvadBva ’ (taken as a name of all these 
taken collectively), this serves a distinct useful purpose (and is not 
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absolutely useless as urged by tbe P«wapaA:5^a) ; inasmucb as it serves to 
briug togetber tbe various sacrifices scattered here and there ; and •witb- 
out tbe fact of all these sacrifices being pointed out collectively by the 
name ^ 1 tbei*e could be no such Injunctions as— ‘ 

Vaigvad^vena, ^ ^ pracinapravane VaigvadBvena,^ and the like — which refer 
to all the eight materials laid down as being offered at the various sacri- 
fices of the Gdiurm^ay a. Therefore we conclude that although the Yigt^e- 
berus are actually mentioned in connection with only one of these mate- 
rials the AmihsM)^ yet all the others could also be referred to by the 
word ^ Yaigvadeva, ’—exactly as in a group of ten or fifteen men, even 
though all of them may not have umbrellas, yet even if some of them 
happen to have it, it is said of them that ‘ the people with umbrellas are 
going’ ; and hence the word ‘ * can very well be taken as the 

name of all the sacrifices taken collectively. 

Sutra (15). There is no mutual relationship of significations. 

The word ‘ Vaigvadeva ^ cannot be taken as laying down the Deity 
for the sacrifices of which the ‘ Vaigvadeva ’ is one ; because in that case 
the same word ‘ Vaigvadem ^ would be taken, once (in connection with 
the Amihshd^ sacrifice) as only pointing to a well-established fact, and at 
the same time as an Injunction (of the Deity, with reference to the other 
seven sacrifices) ; and certainly this is highly improper.' 

Or, we may explain the in the following manner: It has been 
urged in the Purvapaksha that, like the i<^oicd ^ Nirmanthya^' the word 
‘ Yaigmdem' also, though a could also he taken as laying down the 

Deity ; and in reply to tliis we assert that such mutual concomitance of the 
signification of the name and the Injunction of an Accessory is not possible ; 

the same word can not be taken as both) ; and as for the word ^Nir- 
manfliya' we take it only as laying down an Accessory (fire), 

Sutra (16). Because the Accessories have a secondary impor- 
tance {lit,, are for the sake of others). 

This Sutra may be taken as a part of the previous Sutra, the two to- 
gether being explained in the following manner : If all the materials he 
offered together, there co%ild not he thirty offerings in all; and this would con- 
stitute a sin (Sutra 15) — because the material offered is an accessory (Sutra 16 ) ; 
and as such the material being of secondary importance, a mere difference 
in these materials (as dmiJcshd, mjina and the other materials offered at 
the Gdttmndsya sacrifices) could not justify a repetition of the action of 
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offering; because (if the word ^ Yaigvadem\he taken as laying down a 
oommom Deity for all these sacrifices) the Deity of all the offerings being 
one and the same, it would certainly be a very much simpler process to 
make a single offering (of all the materials) ; and thus there being a pos- 
sibility of making a single offering of all the materials, no repetition of the 
action of offering can be allowable. Specially as all the sacrifices have 
the same Deity, there would be nothing incongruous in this joint offering 
of all the materials* And this would go directly against the Yedic declara- 
tion that ‘ thirty offerings are to be offered (at the Oaturmasya sacrifices),’ 
— the thirty offerings consisting (according to some), of the nine Fray aj as, the 
the nine Anuyajas, the two Agharas, the two Ajyahhagas, and the eight 
Frincijpal offerings, — while some people leave off the two Agharas, and count 
instead, the Svishtahrt and the Yajina offerings. In any case the eight 
Frincigpal offerings are always found to be offered separately ( and not con- 
jointly, as would be necessary if the word in question were taken as laying 
down the Deity). 


ADHIKARANA (11). 


{Treating of the fact of the mention of the number ^ eighty in connection 
Vai 9 vanara, an Artbavada.] 

Sutra (17). Those words that express something already 
known before, cannot serve the purposes of an Injunction. The 
aforesaid is also applicable to the sentence in question.” 

The consideration of the question as to whether certain words are 
names of sacrifices or Injunctions of Accessories having been finished, ' 
we now proceed to consider whether certain words can be taken as 
Injunctions of Accessories. Or, it may be that, in the sentence in ques- 
tion — ^ vaigvdnaram dvddagaJcapdlam mrva'pet. yadashtakapdlo hhavati 

gdyatryaivainam hrahmavarcasena pundtV — the ashtdkapdla (the cake 
prepared in the eight cups) as included in the ‘ dvadagakapala ’ (the cake 
prepared in the twelve cups), is co-extensive with the Vaigvdnara ; and as 
such the number ‘ eight ’ having already been laid down by the mention of 
the number ‘ twelve,’ the word ‘ Ashtdkapdla ’ might be taken as a mere 
name ; whereas on the ground of the ordinarily accepted signification of the 
word, and on account of the number not having been laid down elsewhere, 
it may be shown that the word lays down an Accessory ; and hence what 
we propose to do in the present Adhikarana is to reject both these theories 
and show that the mention of the ‘ Ashtdkapdla ’ is a mere Arthavdda, 

Some people explain the Purvapaksha contained in the in the 
following manner: “Those words whose meanings are already known can 
“ be utilised only by being taken as Injunctions j while those whose meanings 
“ are not known should be taken as names, as shown under the 8utra 
“ I — iv — 2 ; and hence the mention of the number ‘ eight ’ must be taken 
“ as laying down an Accessory. [In this case the reading of the Sutra 
“ would be ^ picrvavanto vidhdndrthdh/ and not pur vavanto^ vidhdndrthdhJf^ 
But this interpretation of the Purvapaksha is not correct ; because 
the mere fact of the signification of a word being unknown cannot make it 
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a name ; on the otlaer hand, just as the fact of a word being altogether new 
and having its ordinary signification unknown proves that it cannot he 
taken as laying down the Accessory of a sacrifice, — exactly in the same 
manner, it is all the more impossible for it to be taken as the name of any 
Vedic sacrifice ; and hence such a word cannot be taken as a wawe either ; 
because it is a well-recognised fact that it is only when the ordinary 
signification of a word is well-known that it can be taken as a Name, on 
the ground of its being mentioned along with a certain sacrifice. 

Therefore we must accept the interpretation of the Sutra, as given 
in the Bhashya ; and in accordance with this, the Sufra embodies the 
following — 

PUEYAPAKSHA. 

‘‘ When a word expresses a meaning that is already known, then it 
‘‘is either a name or an ArthavMa; in the case in question however, as 
“ the word signifies something not known before (it cannot but be taken 
“ as laying down an accessory, a particular number of the cakes) ; and as 
such there would be an option as to the number, exactly as there was 
“in the case of the word ‘ 

“ That is to say, if the number ‘ eight ^ be somehow or other, already 
“ known to belong to the calces employed at the Vaigvanara sacrifice, then, 
“ in accordance with this well-known fact, the word ‘ AMdhapala would 
“be taken either as a name or as an ArtTiavdda ; as a matter of fact, however, 
“ we do not find the number ‘ eight ’ mentioned anywhere else, in con- 
“ nection with the Yaigvdnara sacrifice ; as the only number that is men- 
“ tioned is ‘ twelve.’ 

“ And as a matter of fact, though the smaller number ‘ eight ’ is 
“included in the greater number ‘twelve,’ yet when the word used is 
“ twelve,’ it does not signify the fact of the number ‘ eight ’ specifying 
“ the object ; and as such this latter number cannot be taken as qualifying 
“ the object in question. 

“ That is to say, a number does not operate by its mere presence ; 
“but the only operation that it has is through the specification of the 
“ numbered object ; and hence, when the cups have been specified by the 
“number ‘twelve,’ any other number, ‘eight,’ f. i., cannot be taken as 
“specifying them; and hence (as far as any usefulness is concerned) 
“ these latter are as good as non-existent. Even though their existence 
“ may, in some way or other, be admitted, yet all that the mention of the 
“number would mean would be that ‘ there are eight,’ and not that ‘ there 
“are eight cups in which the cakes are prepared. And further, the 
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“ nominal affix in the word ‘ asJMleapala^ is one which is possible only 
“ when the material signified is a duly prepared arid purified one (aG» 
“cording to Paninfs ^ sanshriam hJiakshah^ IV — ^ii — 16); and 

“ the componiid too is one based upon the peculiar character of the 
“ nominal affix (according to Panini’s Sutra HaddMtS.rthottarapada, 

“ II — i — 51) ; and these too are possible only when the factors of the word 
“ have the requisite capability ; this requisite capability again is possible, 
only when they are independent of alt extraneous help. Consequently, 

“ in the case in question, if tlie number eight be dependent upon the num- 
“ ber twelve^ we could not have the word ‘ ashtdlcapdla ’ (as in that case 
“ neither the particular nominal affix nor the compound would be possible) ; 
“and hence the word ^ ashtdhapUla V cannot be accepted to be significant of 
‘ ‘ the Dmdagahapdla, And hence, the word ^ ashtdhapdlm ' not being found 
“ to be descriptive of even the form of the Di^Udagahapdda, any Praise of 
“ this latter by that word would be wholly irrelevant ; specially as thenum- 
“ ber * eight ’ would not aiford any more help in the sacrifice than the num- 
“ ber twelve ; because both numbers (and numbers by themselves cannot 
“ be of any use in sacrifices) ; although, however, a praise of the number 
“ eight might mean a praise of the number twelve also, yet, any praise 
‘‘ of the eight cups could not belong to the twelve cups; because the nouns 
“ and the adjectives in the two cases are totally different. And the num- 
“ber ‘twelve’ has a distinct praise of itself in the Vedic sentence — 
■^ jagatyaivdsmin, d;c.’ (and as such it does not stand in need of any other 
“ praise). 

“For these reasons, we conclude that the word ^ ashtdkapala * must 
“ be taken as laying down the number ‘ eight ’ as an optional alternative 
“ to the number ‘ twelve.’ 

“ And inasmuch as all the sentences in question are found to end in 
“a single original Injunction of the Yaigvctnara sacrifice as qualified by 
“ many optional alternatives with regard to the number of cups to be employed 
“ (in the preparation of the cakes to be offered), there can be no difference 
“ of authority among the various sentences (forming this original Injunc- 
“ tion). 

“ The Sutra adds — the aforesaid is also applicable to the sentence in 
question ; ernd the word ‘ aforesaid V refers to that which has been said 
“before, iu the Furvapahsha with regard to the word ^Yaigvadeva^ ; and 
“the Sutra means that all the arguments therein urged apply to the 
“sentence dealt with in the present AdMkmma; while the Refutatio 
“ of these arguments (as shown under the Siddhanta in connection wi 
“ the word ‘ YaigvadBva ’) do not apply to the present case. And hence 
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“ cannot blit take tlie words ^as7itakapS>la/ &o., as laying down the acoes- 
series of sacrifices (in the sbape of the particular numbers of cups to be 
“used).^’ 

SIDDHANTA. 

Sutra (18). If the word in question he taken as laying down 
Accessories, these accessories, not belonging to the sacrifice, would 
be absolutely useless in the performance of any ; because they can 
have no use with regard to it. 

The Accessory could not be laid down, either with reference to the 
sacrifice treated of in the Context, or to any other sacrifice ; nor could 
there be an injunction of the material qualified in a certain manner. 

That is to say — (1) The sacrifice in question having the number put 
down at twelve^ any other numbers, as eighty etc., could not be laid down 
with regard to it. (2) ISTor could these numbers be laid down with regard 
to any other sacrifice, because there is no mention of any such in the sen- 
tence. (3) Nor could the BentencQ ^ashtaJcapalo bhavaii^ itBeM lay down 
an altogether new sacrifice, qualified by the number eight, because the 
sentence does not point to any relationship of the material with a parti- 
cular Deity. (4) The same reasons would also show that the sentence could 
not be taken (in any of the aforesaid three ways) as laying down the num- 
ber of the cakes. (5) In the same manner, it can also be shown that the sen- 
tence could not be taken as laying down the Cake as prepared in the eight 
xwps ; because as for the sacrifice in question, when it has once had its 
material laid down as the caJee prepared in twelve cups, it can never be made 
to take up any other cake (that prepared in eight cups for instance) ; and 
as for any other sacrifice, so long as it is not distinctly pointed out by a 
word peculiar to itself, no cake could be laid down for it ; nor could there 
be an injunction of the cakes themselves, independently of any sacrifice ; 
because in this manner, it would not be related to any result or the means 
of accomplishing it ; and as such of what use could the Cake be ? Nor is 
it possible for the material to be laid down ; because it is not of the 
nature of an Action ; and for this very x'eason, it is not possible for us to 
assume a Result, as in the case of the Vigvajit sacrifice. 

Nor can the word ‘ Vaigvmara * of the preceding sentence be taken 
along with the following sentence, for the purpose of connecting %is latter 
with a sacrifice. Because there is a diversity in the oase-eudings ; and inas- 
much as even without such a construction being accepted, there is no iii- 
cosistency or uselessness of any words (we cannot assume a co-ordination 
between words with difierent case-terminations). 


THE MENTION OF ^ EiaHT ’ IS AN 43S 

To explain r—It might be urged that the relationship of the word 
^YaiQvmtara' being transferred to the following sentence, this latter sen- 
tence could be taken as laying down the relationship 

of the Deity with such materials as the cakes prepared in the eight cups, 
and thus this would point to a sacrifice other than the itself 

(and there would be nothing incoherent in the number being laid 

down with regard to it). But this is not possible ; because the word 
^Yaigvanaram^ being in the Accusative, could not be taken along with 
^ asMahapalah % which is in the Nominative, Nor could we change the case- 
terminations (through the exigencies of construction) ; because the sentence 
is quite capable of another construction. If without such construing of the 
Accusative with the Nominative and the changing of the endings, the word 
-aslitaha'pala^ were meaningless, then we could do anything to make 
it give some sense ; but when we find the word quite capable of being 
taken as a Praise, it cannot be said to be meaningless (and hence 
there can be no ground for any anomalous construction being adopted). 
If the word be taken as a Praise, then it could be taken as being descrip- 
tive of the Y aigvanara sacrifice ; and in the case of a description the differ- 
ence in the case-endings does not matter at all. 

For these reasons we cannot take the word as laying down the Cake. 

Nor are the Cakes prepared in eight cups found to have any separate 
existence of their own in the Cakes prepared in twelve cups; because the 
only difference that we find in the two lies in the number eight ; and we 
have already shown that this number eight cannot be taken as being laid 
down either in connection with the sacrifice or with the Cake. 

Nor is it possible for you to take the number eight along with the 
^ Dvadagdkapala ’ ; because the objects enjoined by the two, as well as 
their purposes, are totally different ; and certainly those that are so very 
diverse from each other cannot be said to be mutually dependent ^ (w<^e 
conditions for taking one sentence along with another as explained under 
Sutra II""i“46). If, however, the two could be taken together, all the sen- 
tences collectively would lay down a single Bhavand, qualified by the qua- 
lifications mentioned in all the sentences ; and as such there could be no 
room for any option in the matter (as held by the Purvapahsha), 

And as for the numbers eight, etc., inasmuch as they are mere proper- 
ties, each of the sentences cannot be taken as complete in itself and pointing 
out the performance of distinct Actions. 

Nor is a collocation (or congregation) of different numbers possible 
(in any one place); because the appearance of any one number makes the 
existence of all other numbers impossible. And as for the congregation of 
many numbers, without the appearance of any new number, — in that case 
the numbers eight, &o,, being already included in the number twelve, the 
55 
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former iiEmbers wobM be got at by tb© injunction of the latter only | and 
as such any mention of them cannot but be taken in the light of a mere 
description (wbich cannot be very palatable to the Fflrvapahslii). 

Hence it becomes necessary for you to admit that each of the 
sentences in question lays down a distinct number independently of 
those laid down in another. And in that case, with regard to the 
Vaigvanara saorifi.ee (which is the only one mentioned in the sentence), 
the number twelve would be laid down in its own originative sentence, 
while the other numbers could be .related to it only on account of the 
fact of the sentences (laying down these numbers) being found in 
the same Context ; and as such (Context being weaker in its authority 
than Direct Syntactical Relation), the relationship of these latter numbers 
with the Vaigvcbnara sacrifice would be impossible in face of that of t lie 
number ‘twelve.^ And hence the Yaigvanara sacrifice having its particular 
number fixed at ‘ twelve,’ could not stand in need of any other number, 

^ eight,’ (fee. 

And further, no relationship of the number ‘eight’ with any sac- 
rifice being possible, through the Yaigvdnam sacrifice, which has its 
number distinctly laid down as ‘ twelve, ’ it becomes necessary to assert 
its relationship with a sacrifice, independently of the but 

the number ‘ eight,’ apart from the Cake, is not capable of any relationship 
vvith a sacrifice ; and when taken along with the Oaltes it cannot attain 
to any relationship with the Yaigvanara sacrifice ; specially as the fact 
of its being related to the Cake by direct Syntactical delation would 
naturally set aside any chance of its relationship to the Yaigvanara sacrifice 
— ^which relationship would be based on the mere fact of the two occuring 
in the same Context ; — and as such it could never belong to the Yaigvanara* 
sacrifice. 

And thus not being a qualification of the Yaigvdnara sacrifice (atad* 
gunah)^ and being related to the Oake only (apart from any sacrifice), the 
numbers ‘ eight,’ <feo., would be absolutely useless, in the performance of any 
sacrifice {^praydgB syuranarthaMh^) hecause they can have no use with regard 
to the Oahe Cna hi tampratyarthavattd^stF) . Or, this last sentence may be 
explained in the following manner : As to why these numbers are not rela- 
ted to the Yaigvanara sacrifice, we reply — because they can have no use in a 
sa<mfice whose particular number ‘ twelve ’ has been already laid down. 

Sutras (19-20): If it be urged that, ' the mention (of the numbers 
'eight,’ &c.) could not be supplementary (to any Injunction)’— 
then, masmuch as these are not excluded from the Injunctive word 
they could be taken as serving the purpose of Praising. 

That is to say, inasmuch as in the absence of an Injunction of the 
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numbers * eight/ &o., any praise of them (as contained in the sentences 
*Yadasht&'hapSilo bhavati gByatryaivainam hmhmavarcasena punMi,' &c.) 
would be entirely irrelevant,— we must take these sentences as praising the 
number (twelve ^ through its parts the numbers contained within it). 
For, as a matter of fact, that alone can be praised which is recognised as 
enjoined ; in the case in qaestion, it is the number ‘ twelve * that is en- 
joined; and hence we must take the eulogistic sentences as, in some way 
or other, praising this number. And as the number ‘ eight ^ happens to he 
mentioned in close proximity to it, we can very rightly take it as only 
pointing out a part ; of the number ‘ twelve ; ’ and it is a recognised fact that 
a praise of the part reverts to the whole. Thus then, the eulogy con- 
tained in the sentence may be expanded out in the following manner : ‘ The 
Dvadagakapdla (ie., the cake prepared in the twelve cups) is such a grand 
tiling, that when it is prepared, it accomplishes the ashtd>hapala^ &c., also ; 
and these latter are so very effective as to bring about Brahmio gloiy, &c., 
and hence the Dvadagakapdla also must be very excellently effective. * 

It has been urged in the Purvapahsha that, “inasmuch as there is 
already a sentence in praise of the Dvdadagahapdla, no other sentence could 
be taken as praising it.” But this is not quite correct, because there can be 
no limit to a praise ; and hence all that may be found to be mentioned in 
connection with an Injunction can very rightly be taken as pointing to the 
object of the Injunction. In all cases we find Praises in words, few or many ; 
and as to whether any particular pi^aise is useful or not depends upon the 
chai’acter of the person addressed ; as for some people the mere fact of an 
action being enjoined is enough to prompt him to that action ; and in the 
case of such a person all Praise of the action would be redundant; and 
hence, as shown above, the Praises must be taken as being laid down for 
the sake of those who are not so readily obedient to an Injunction. In the 
same manner it is quite possible that though a slight praise would suffice 
for persuading one man, another man would require a more elaborate praise, 
before he is persuaded to the performance of an action ; and hence au 
elaborate praise cannot be rejected as useless. 

Sutra (21) ; Obj.: “It might be the instigator ” 

Saysthe Bhdshyax why could not the Brahmio glory be taken as the 
“ Edrana of the number ^ eight * f the sentence meaning that one who is desk- 
“ ous of Brahmic glory should take to the Ashtdkapdla ”?] 

“ And here the word ‘ Kdrana ’ cannot be taken in the ordinary sense of 
“ the cause or ^progenitor* ; because it is the number eigi^Htself that is such a 
“ cause of the various results, purification, &c. ; we must therefore take itin 
“ the sense of * instigator ’ ; these results being the instigators of the actions.” 

“ It has been urged above that— any Injunction or Praise of th® 
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“ niimlber wonid be absolutely useless, as the number pertainmg to 

‘( the only sacrifice in question has already been laid down as But, 

“as a matter of fact, there can be no such uselessness. Because the 
“ mention of the number is with reference to the sacrifice when 

“ performed as- a necessary duty ( without any particular result in Tiew) ; 

“ when, however, a person desires such results as Brabmic glory and the 
“like, then for such a person^ the text lays down the number ^ twelve, \ 
“which, in this case, makes room for the particularly desmed number 
“ ‘ eighth (1) Because that which is performed with a view to a certain 
“ desirable result, being closely connected with man’s true purpose, always 
“ sets aside that which is performed as a mere duty ; and (2) because the 
“latter duty is laid down as a general rule, while the former is a special 
“ case (and a special case always sets aside the general), 

“ That is to say, ail efforts of man tend towards the accomplishment of 
“a desirable purpose 5 and hence that which is more closely related to it, 
“cannot but have a prior claim on the man’s attention. In the case in 
“ question, the number ‘ twelve ’ is far remote from any desirable purpose 
“ of man ; because it serves to specify the cups required for the preparing 
“ of the material to be employed at a sacrifice that would be performed for 
“ the accomplishment of a desirable end ; as for the number eight, this is 
“ laid down as bringing about a desirable result, in the shape of Brahmio 
“ glory, directly through the sacrifice itself; and thus being more closely 
“ related to the desirable end, the number ‘ eight ’ must be accepted as , 

“ the more authoritative ; and as such a mention of this cannot be said 
“ to be absolutely useless. 

“An objection might be raised here: ‘You accept the obtaining of 
“ Brahmio glory to be a definite result; but in the absence of any Praise, 

“how could you obtain a direct Injunction for words (Z^^;e hhavati) that 
“ are expressive of the ^present state of things ? ’ 

“And to this, some people make the following reply : We can arrive 
“ at a direct Injunction in the way shown in the FurvapalcsJia of the Adhi- 
karana on ^ Audumhara^ {Sutras 1 — ii— “19-25), 

“ But this is not quite correct ; because the arguments therein pro- 
“ pounded have already been refuted in the Siddhanta oi the sBme AdM- 
^^harana. Hence we offer the following explanation : The real result is 
“ mentioned in the sentence — ^jpiita eva sa tBjasvl, ^c.* ; and the sentence — % 

“ ‘ gayatryaivamam hrahmavarcasem, containing a Praise points to its 
“ counterpart Injunction; aud it is for this reason that each of the actions 
“ mentioned, together with the Praises, in the sentences — ‘ yadashtdkapalo 
hhavati,* ‘ yannavaMpd>lo hhavati* &c., (fee., — are connected respectively 
“ with each of the results mentioned in the sentence ‘ sa pitta eva sa tBjas- 
^\yvann8.do, ** 
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Sutra ■:{2Z). Meply: On account of uselessiiess they cannot be 
instigators ; because the instigator is of the agent ; hence they must 
be taken as signifying mere Praise. 

If distinct results be assumed to follow from each of the accessories 
(that is if each of the nxxjnhem, eight, be held to bring about a dis- 
tinct result), then it would be necessary to have as many (Injunctive) 
Sentences as there are results , mentioned ; while in the case in question, 
it is clear that the wliole thing refers to a single Injunction; inasmuch as 
it is distinctly perceptible that, from beginning to end, all that is men- 
tioned, is in direct connection with the same subject. 

That is to say, the context begins with ‘ A son being born one should 
perform the . Cradupa/capaZa, V &o., <fcc., (putre jdtB dvadagahajpalam, (&c., 
&o/) ; and then having described the ‘ &o., it winds up with 

the declarations — ‘This dvddagakapala th^d is accomplished * yaddvd- 
dagakapBlo hhavati'), and ‘one on whose birth this sacrifice is performed 
becomes pure, endowed with glory, <&c., (‘ yasmin Btdm ishtim 

nirvape' pUia eva sa tejasvyannB do, ^c *) — all of which refers to the 
same sacrifice that was mentioned in the opening sentence of the Context. 
And for this reason, the mention of the ‘ asMBhapdla' &c., cannot in any 
way be separated from that sacrifice. And, as a matter of fact, we find 
that they cannot be taken along with that sacrifice, unless they are taken 
to be mere Praises. And thus we find that, unless they are taken to be 
Praises, they can, as they are situated, serve no other purpose. 

And the results ‘pttr%,’ &c., could serve as only if they 

were related to tlie agent performing the sacrifice ; as a matter of fact, 
however, they are found to be related merely to the Vaigvdnam sacrifice ; 
and hence — ue., inasmuch as no other use is possible — they must be taken 
as serving the purposes of Praising, [That is to say, if we had such an 
Injunction as that ‘for one who desires purity the number of cups should 
be eight,’ — then the desired result, being found to be related to the per- 
former of the sacrifice, could serve as his instigator or prompter ; as a 
matter of fact, however, from the context it is clear that the results men- 
tioned are related to the Vaigvanara sacrifice only; and as such the men- 
tion of the results cannot but be taken as to be added in praise of the 
sacrifice itself]. 

And further, inasmuch as the results— &g., — are mentioned in 
the sentence ^ puta eva sa,' where the Pronoun ‘sa’ (he) distinctly 
refers to ‘one on whose birth the Tai^vanara sacrifice is performed ; ’ and 
hence these results could not be connected with anything that has been 
mentioned before (such as the Ashtdtkapala, &G.)* Nor is the mention of 
the results entirely irrelevant, in connection with the Vaigvanara sacrifice ; 
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and Iieuce there can be no ground for transferring their relationsMp from 
this to the AshtaJca^pala^ &q, [ilnd inasmuch as all the results 
&o., are found to be mentioned as all appearing togeiher in the sou on 
whose birth the Yaigvanara sacrifice is performed.] It is not possible for 
these results-— to be taken as following, one bj one, from the 
numbers eighty nim^ <feo., (of the cups) respectively ; specially as each of 
these numbers has got a definite result of its own — such as Brahmic 
glory, and the like— mentioned along with itself. And so far as these 
difierenfciated results— Brahmic glory, &c., — are concerned, you also admit 
of their mention being a mere Praise (see above). And hence the result, 
that is pointed out by the sentences — Eva sa, &o., (he becomes puri- 
fied, &c.,)* — must be taken as pertaining to the sacrifice (Fa^^^ja^^ura) , and 
not to the numbers eight, &o. (And though they may he taken as results 
following from the Yaigvanam sacrifice, yet) in the first instance, a men- 
tion of these must he taken to be in praise of the sacrifice; specially as the 
expression ‘ having such and such a desire * does not appear in the sentences, 
they have not the form of the Injunctions of Results. And it is only 
when the results ‘ &c., are taken as mentioned only in praise of tlie 

sacrifice, that the sentences ‘ yadSshtahajp^lahhamti/ dec., could be explained 
as serving the purpose of supporting the facts mentioned in the Praise 
(otherwise these sentences would be absolutely useless). And hence we 
conclude that the words cannot be taken as laying 

down the accessory of a sacrifice (in the shape of the wwmber of the cups 
to be employed in the preparation of the cakes to be offered at it). 



ADHIKAEANAS (12— 17). 

Sutras (23— 28) : The fulfilment of the signification (23)— 
Origin (24)— Similarity of shape (25)— Praise (26)— Large number 
(27)— the Inherence of signs (28) —(which form the bases of secon- 
dary or indirect signification)— are based upon qualities. 

While treating of Arthavadas, we did not explain the fact of these 
being helped by figurative descriptions ; nor did we explain the bases of 
such descriptions; and this is what we proceed to do now. 

Objection: “But such cases of figurative descriptions have already 
been described under Sutrae l—Ai — 1, 12 et seg',** 

Be^ly ; It is true that they have been described there ; but they have 
not been described as defining such figurative Descriptions ; as a matter of fact, 
what has been shown there is only that the definitions here laid down 
apply to the cases considered there. While what we are going to explain 
here is the definition or characteristic of all secondary significations of 

words. * ‘ 

Objection : “ Besides those enumerated here, Gautama and others 
“ have spoken of many other bases of secondary signification — such for 
“instance, as concomitance^ similarity of podtion and the like ; and we find 
“ examples of such bases in ordinary assertions also ; as we often meet 
“ with such expressions as— Bring in the lances * (for the lancers), ‘ the 
elevated sheds cry out ^ (for the persons occupying the sheds), ‘the king 
“was conquered by a thousand horses* (toic the riders) ; and it is neces- 
“sary for the Sutra to mention all these.” 

Some people reply to this by the assertion that all these are included 
in the ‘similarity of signs ^ (jgw^m 28) ; because the signification of the 
lancer by the word ‘ lance ’ is of the same nature as that of persons with- 
out umbrellas by the word ‘ Chatri * when they are accompanied by some 
peYBons with umbrellas. 

Or, we may meet the above objection by pointing out that it is of 
secondary {Gaunt) signification that we are considering the bases, and not 
of Indication (IfaX;si^a»d). 
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fhere, then, any difference between Indication and Secondary 
Signification?” 

Certainly, there is; because when a word signifies something, not 
entirely disconnected from that which is the directly expressed meaning, 
then we have what is colled Indication ; whereas when the word signifies 
something (even though it be in no way connected with the expressed mean- 
ing), through the similarity of the qualities indicated (by the expressed 
meaning of the word), then this signification is called ‘ Ganna ’ or 
Secondary, 

Thus then, just as the word, directly expressing the Class, indicates 
the Individual which is always present in the Class, in the same manner, 
it is by mere Indication, that the words ‘lance/ ‘elevated shed ’ and 
‘ horse ’ signify the persons connected with them. (And it is not this sort 
of signification that we are dealing with). What we are dealing with is 
the case of such sentences as ‘ The Student is Fire,’ where we are not 
cognisant of any sort of invariable concomitance of the Student with the 
Fire 3 what we are cognisant of in this sentence is that, (1) the word 
‘ Fire’ denotes the Class ‘Fire’; (2) this Class indicates the qualities of 
Fire, such as the peculiar colour, brightness, &o. ; and (3) the presence of 
these qualities in the student gives rise, through similarity, to the idea 
of his being Fire itself. And it is this sort of sigiiifioation that we find 
in the case of such sentences m ^ yajammah prastarah/ &o. ; and hence the 
Sutra has mentioned only the bases of such signification (and not those of 
Indication). 


ADHIKAEA^fA (12). 

[In the case of the sentence ^ yqfamanah prastnrah^ {the grass-bedding 
is the master of the sacrifice), it is with a mew to etdogising the bedding that 
it is sjpohen of as the ‘ master of the sacTificed~\ 

On this point there are three distinct theories : (1) Both the words 
being in a form that makes them co-ordinate, one may be taken as the 
name of the other ; (2) there being no signs of any of them being a name, 
and any assumption of such signs involving the assumption of many po- 
tentialities in the same word, the word may be taken as in- 

dicating the purposes served by it ; and hence with a view to make the sen- 
tence serve a distinctly useful purpose, we can take it as laying down the 
accessory of the sacrifice — viz., that the master of the sacrifice is to be 
utilised as the grass-bedding ; or (S) that the sentence being incapable of 
affording this meaning, we must take it as praising the bedding (prastara)^ 

THE PUEVAPAKSHA 

as propounded by the upholder of the theory that the sentence is the 
Injunction of an Accessory — is this: 

Tlie mere fact of the ‘ yajamdna* and the ^ prastara ' being niention- 
ed together cannot point to any praise of the one by the othei’ ; specially 
** as it is not possible, even in praising, to use one woi'd in the sense of 
another; nor do we find any ground for the application of the word 
“ ^ yajamana ’ to the prastara, or vice versa ; and then, for such application 
of the word we cannot find any other cause except the indication, by the 
word ^ prastara.^^ of its uses, or vice Just as we find in the case of 

“ the sentence ‘ ih-oHotr priest is the Adhvaryu^ ’ But, in accordance with 
the reasonings explained under Sutra Xll—ii — 23, it is clear that in the 
sentence in question, the word ‘ yafamUna ’ is to be taken in its own direct 
“signification ; while the word ^prastara ’ is to be taken as indicating such 
“ of its uses as the affording of a place for keeping the Srulc, <^ 0 . ; and hence 
“ the sentence must be taken as laying down an Accessory for the sacrifico 
“ (as that * the yajamana is to be utilised as the ‘ prastara ” 

SIDDHANTA. 

To this we make the following reply ; ITone of the two words can be 
taken as indicating its uses ; because the uses of one being incompatible 
with the other, there could be no such Injunction (of Accessories). For 
instance, it is laid down that — ‘ Like the iBkahapdla, the prastara is thrown 
into the fire, with the Suhtavaha mtintra* ; and certainly, if the Master of 
the sacrifice wore to be thus thrown into the fire (in being utilised as the 
60 
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prasiara\ the whole performance of the sacrifice would come to a dead- 
lock I 

For these reasons, we must take the two sente nces—^ 
fmstarah^ and ^ YajamUna Bkahapalah^ as eulogising the prustara?i and the 
Bhakapalahy—ihe former for the sake of justifying its heing kept to the 
north of the Fire, and the latter in justification of the direction for its being 
offered completely; because these directions are laid down along with 
the sentences themselves. 

Question ; “ (1) But how can one word be used in the sense of 
another; and (2) what could be the form of the Praise ? 

Reply : At a sacrifice, the Master is the most important personage ; 
and the prastara too is such an important object, that it should be placed 
above the grass (this would be the form of the Praise expressed by 
the sentence ‘ Yajamanah pmstarah^) ; and the sense of that signified by 
the sentence ‘ yajamdna ekakapdlah ' is that— -the Ahavaniya Fire having 
been eulogised as Heaven, inasmuch as it is the whole of the Master 
that is carried to the Heavenly regions, the whole of the ekahap&la should 
be offered into the Heavenly Fire. And these significations of the words 
are based upon the qualities (possessed by the objects denoted by them). 

The Bhashya puts the question : “ How can a ivord^ not expressive of 
qualities^ denote qualities f ’■ And this question is based upon the miscon- 
ception that the words are directly expressive of the qualities ; however, 
what we actually hold is that all the significations of a word are some- 
how or other connecfeed with its direct denotation ; and hence so long 
as we can keep on the track of the original denotation, wo can have 
no ground for assuming any other denotative potentiality in the word- 
And in such cases as of the sentence ‘Devadatta is a lion, ’ we can very 
reasonably make the figurative signification of the word ‘ lion ’ based 
upon its original denotation ; as the word ‘ lion ^ denotes the class ‘ lion,^ 
this indicates such qualities as those of courage and the like, and the pre- 
sence of these qualities in Devadatta gives rise to the idea that he is a 
lion. And when this interpretation is found possible, there can he no 
reason for assuming the word ‘ lion ’ to have another direct signification ; 
(1) as this would make the true signification of this word always doubt- 
ful ; (2) as such all usage of the word would be jeopardised; (3) and we 
would be rejecting a well-known meaning, and assuming one never heard of. 

Another theory on this subject is this : “ All such words as ^ lion ’ 
** and the like, are directly denotative of the whole aggregate of the 
“particular Class, its Qualities and its Actions; and as the whole of this 
“ is nob applicable to Devadatta, some of the qualities and actions denoted 
“ being found in him, the word is applied to him indirectly.” 

But with regard to this theory we make the following observations : 
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(1) If tlie word denoted such an aggregate, it conid never directly denote 
any one part of this aggregate ; as for instance, the word ‘ hundred ’ does not 
directly denote the namber ‘ fifty ^ ; wlrile, as a matter of fact, wefind the word 
‘ lion ’ being used, when the only idea in the mind is that of the Glass 
wholly devoid of the idea of any Actions or Qualities^ And the Class, 
Mion ’ is distinctly recognised to be directly denoted by the word, and 
the word is not recognised as being applied to it only indirectly, as to 
Devadatta, &c., (and this would be inevitable if the word were denotative 
of the whole aggregate), (2) And further, such a theory would be direct- 
ly against the conclusion arrived at under i^xeAdhiharana on * Clavss’ — 
that the word denotes the Glass, (3) The number of Actions and Qualities 
being endless, any relationship of the word with each of these would 
never be comprehended. (4) Even iii the case of a single Individual (to 
say nothing of the whole Glass), we find that, at different periods of his 
life — infancy, youth and old age— his actions and qualities are different ; 
and certainly no such indefinite actions, <&c., could be held to be denoted 
by any word ; for the simple reason that the word can have no relationship 
with them, (5) Hor could the fact of certain qualities and actions being 
possessed in common by certain individuals justify the assumption of 
these belonging to a certain ‘ becanse there are many qualities 

and actions that may be common among vaiious Glasses. 

Thus then, we must couclude that it is only the Glass ‘ Lion ’ that 
could differentiate the lions from all other animals ; and it could not 
rightly serve as such a differentiator, if it were not denoted by the word 
^ lion ’ ; and if the class be admitted to be denoted by the word, then it 
cannot be accepted as denoting anything else; That is to say, unless the 
, Class ‘ lion ’ be denoted by the word ‘ lion ’ it would be itself uncognised ; 
and as such it could not serve to differentiate the qualities and actions 
(possessed by lions ) ; and if it be admitted to be denoted, then the idea of 
the Glass being enough to give ns an idea of all Actions and Qualities, there 
would be no need of assuming any other denotative potency (of the word 
‘lion,’ with reference to these Actions, &c.). And for these reasons, we 
conclude that if the words were significant of an aggregate of such 
qualities, actions, &c,, they could not, even indirectly, be any one portion 
of this aggregate. 

Some people hold the following theory : “ A word is ganna {i.e., 
“ secondarily applied to an object) when the character of that which 
“ is denoted by the word is imposed upon that object. The sense of 
“this theory is that a word ‘lion’ being strictly denotative of a 
“ particular class cannot be applied to another object (Devadatta), merely 
“ through the presence therein pf certain actions and qualities belonging 
“ to that which is denoted by that word. And unless the word ‘ lion ’ be 
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applicable to Devadatta, we oonld not liave any sucli sentence as that 
“ ‘ Demdatta is a lion, V which expresses a distinct co-extensiveness 
“ between the lion and Bevadatta ; and the only explanation of the way in 
which the word conld be applicable to Bevadatta, lies in the fact that 
at times, a certain word imposes the nature of its own denotations upon 
another i object ; and thereby making this latter object denotable by 
“ itself, becomes applicable to it. That is to say, the actions and qualities 
“ of Devadatta being found to be similar to those of the lion, the complete 
“ nature of the lion is imposed upon him ; and he comes to be recognised 
“ as identical with the lion ; and as such the word ‘ lion/ when applied to 
“ him, does not signify anything other than the lion, which forms its own 
“ original denotation. But this does not mean that Bevadatta is denoted 
“ hy the word ‘ lion ' directly ; because, after all, tbe character of the Hon 
“ is only imposed upon him ; and it is only when the denotation is directly 
“ of the -word itself, and there is no imposition^ that it can be called a 
direct denotation. And lienee our theory is not open to any objection.’’ 

In regard to this theory, we make the following remarks : This 
cannot he, because any such is absolutely impossible ; for all 

objects having unique (unmixed) characters of their own, the character 
of one (object could not be imposed upon another, for the purposes of 
denotiition, by any persons not labouring under a gross delusion. 

Bor instance, — ( 1 ) when a person, under a delusion, imposes the charac- 
ter of Water upon the Mirage^ and speaks of it as ‘ water,’ then in that case 
both the speaker and the person addressed comprehend the word ‘water’ 
in its direct denotation (though under the spell of the delusion) ; and in 
this case the delusory denotation is none other than the direct one (and there 
is no imposition); — (2) In a case where the speaker knows the Mirage 
to he a Mirage and not and still he speaks of it as ‘water,’ with a 

view to delude the person addressed, who does not know that it is not 
water, then in the case of the former, inasmuch as he knows that it is not 
mirage, there can he no imposition of the character of Water upon the 
mirage ; while in the case of the latter, what he comprehends under the 
delusiou is, for him, the itself ; and as such, even iu his case there is 

no indirect application of the word ‘ water,’ and hence there can be no 
Imposition in tbis case either (3) In a case where none of the two is under 
a delusiou (both knowing the to be something other than Water) ^ 

the comprehension that they have is one of mere similarity (and no Iden- 
tity), and hence in this case too there can be no Imposition. 

So also in the case of the sentence ‘ Bevadatta is a lion,’ both the speaker 
and the person addressed are fully cognisant of the diference between tlie 
man and the lion ; and hence none of them can have the power to impose the 
character or identity of the one upon the other. That is to say, just as in 
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tlie case of til e different Hnds of taste — Bitter, Sweet, eta, — that are known 
to be different from one another, it neYer happens that any two of them 
being recognised to be identical, the character of the one is imposed npon 
the other; exactly in the same manner, among similar objects also, inas- 
much as they are always recognised to be different from another, there 
could be no imposition; and certainly in the case of words, there is no 
cognition that is of any use in its usage, save that of its meaning. 

And further, inasmuch as no word is ever used, unless there is a 
basis for its usage, bow could there be any idea, by itself, independently of 
the object. (That is to say the class * Lion ’ is the only basis for the use of 
the word ‘ lion ; ’ and this class does not pertain to Devadatta ; hence in 
regard to Devadatta how could one have any idea of the lion ? Any such 
idea would be absolutely baseless. And hence no amount of imposition by 
the speaker, even if it were possible, could make the word ‘ lion ’ applicable 
to Devadatta). And that apart from the object, there is no Idea indepen- 
dently pertaining to itself, we have already shown in the chapter on 
* ’ (vide ploka-vartika 154 Zero). 

And again, in the case of all words, the first denotation that they recall 
to the mind is one that has been known before ; and lienee just as the word 
Mion* would be pronounced, its direct denotation (the lion) would be direct- 
ly comprehended (as this is the only meaning that is known from before- 
hand) : and then, where could thei'e he any room for Imposition ? 

That is to say, in all cases, the differentiation of significations into 
dfirect and indirect serves a useful purpose, only in the help that it affords 
the person addressed to ascertain the true signification of the word (in any 
sentence) (and it does not suit any purpose of the speaker). And as soon as 
the word ‘lion * has been uttered, the persons addressed directly compre- 
hend it, as not having its denotation imposed upon any other object ; and 
then it is that, finding this direct denotation to be incompatible with its 
avowed coextensiveness with Devadatta, they conclude to take the word 
‘lion ’ in its indirect or figurative sense. And in this it is clear that the 
persons addressed comprehend this figurative meaning only through 
similarity, without having themselves imposed the character of the lion 
upon Devadatta. 

And when w© proceed to consider whether this comprehension pro- 
ceeds from the word^ or from its denotation^ it becomes clear, through 
negative and positive concomitance, as also through the conclusion arrived 
at in the Adhikarana on ‘ Class,’ that it proceeds from the denotation. Be- 
cause even when the word ‘ lion ’ has not been uttered, if we happen to 
have an idea in our mind of the animal, we at once recognise its similarity 
in Devadatta (if we find him possessed of exceptional courage, etc.) ; while, 
on the other hand, if we have no idea of the animal, even if the word ‘ lion ’ 
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be littered, we could have no idea of the similarity (of Devadatta to the 
lion,) ■■■' 

And when, as a matter of fact, there is no Imjposition in th© minds of 
the persons addressed, it follows that there could be none in that of the 
speaker ; and hence when a man utters the sentence — ‘ Devadatta is a lion * 
^the idea^that the persons addressed have is, not that ‘ he has imposed 
the character of the lion upon Devadatta ; ^ but the working of their minds 
may be explained as being somewhat to this effect : “What he means by 
the word lion here is an aggregate of certain properties and actions that 
are concomitant with the class Ziw ; it is for the sake of brevity that he 
does not mention these properties, etc., by all the words that express them 
individually ; specially as there is no single word expressive of all these ; and 
hence in order to give an idea of all these properties, he uses the word 
Mion,’ because the properties he wishes to express are concomitant with 
the class lion (which is denoted by the word ‘ lion V); specially as all usage 
among men is carried on according to the already existing significations of 
words ; and hence no usage can produce new significations of them.’* 

And again, if the indirect or figurative signification of a word be held 
to be due to the aforesaid by the speaker, then, inasmuch as 

there is no author of the Yeda, we could not have any such signification in 
the case of the words of the Teda, 

For these reasons, we conclude that the expression Gauna (or Secon- 
dary, Indirect, or Figurative) Signification must he defined as that which is 
based upon tbe fact of the existence of certain properties (guna) (in com- 
mon between tbe two objects, Lion and Devadatta) ; and there can he no 
other definition. 

Objection: “ (1) If such be the case, then there conld be no such 
“ figurative assertion as that ‘ this is a skyfiower * ; because there are no pro- 
“perties that are concomitant with the sJcy-flower; and (2) without an 
“Imposition, how could the Bauddha bring forward any arguments 
“ against the Sankhya theory of Pradbana being the origin of the creation ? 
“ For unless he admits the existence of such a thing as Fradhana, any 
“ denial of it would be absolutely useless ; and if he admits of it, such 
“ denial would be a self-contradiction ; and the denial could be possible 
“ only by taking the character of the cause of the world to be imposed upon 
“ the FradhanaF 

To this we make the folowing reply ; As a matter of fact it is to 
your own theory that the above objections are applicable. Because how 
can the character of the skyfiower^ being itself a non-entity, be imposed 
upon that which does not exist (whose existence is sought to he denied 
by the assertion ‘this is a sky-fiower*) ? Because it is only that which is 
known to have an existence, and to be possessed of certain properties, 
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witli regard to wMch tliere can be any question as to wbetber it is 
posed or not imposed. 

In the case of snob assertions as — -Hhe self is a sky -flower,’ Hbis 
theory of yours is a sky-flower,’ — where else have you perceived the class 
shy-floweTy whiob,like the class * Lion,^ could be imposed (upon the self, &o.), 
as the class Lion is imposed ? Hence you must admit that it is the mere 
form of the sky-flower itself that could constitute the Imposition. And a 
cognition of this cannot be said to be indirect (or figurative); because 
the word, * sky-flower’ has no other signification, which could be held to 
be the pinncipal or direct meaning ; specially as the form of the sky-fiower, 
being cognised at first by means of the word, cannot be denied the charac- 
ter of the principal or direct meaning. 

It may be asked — ‘ How can a non-entity form the object of direct 
denotation ? ’ But the same question would also apply to the case of the 
sky-flower being the object of an indirect signification. 

[Nor can the fact of the sky-flower being an object of indirect deno- 
tation be held to be based upon the aforesaid Imposition, because] as a 
matter of fact, that alone can be said to be the indirect meaning, upon 
which something else is imposed, and not that which is imposed upon 
another; and in the case in question we find that it is the sky-flower that 
is imposed (upon the Self, &c.), and as there is no other object (the self 
being denied by the speaker), it would be imposed upon itself ! 

To the above the following objection might be raised : “ It is the form 
of such entities as the jar and the like that is imposed upon the sky- 
flower, and as such the fact of its forming the indirect signification cannot 
be said to be merely an assumption.” 

But this is not quite true ; because in the case of the sky-flower, we 
have no idea of any positive entity (such as the form of the yar, <fco.). For 
as a matter of fact, the meaning of the word ‘ sky-flower,’ that is compre- 
hended on the first occasion of the perception of the relationship 
(between the two words forming the compound), must also he the one 
comprehended subsequently. Nor have any such objects as Hare’s horns 
(‘sky-flower,’ <&c.) ever before been recognised in the form of positive 
entities ; nor are the sky-fiower, &c., ever pereeived to have any connection 
•with the comprehension of any other positive entity ; and though a distinct 
relationship is cognised to exist between the significations of the two words 
(‘sky ’ and ‘flower ’) forming the compound, yet these two significations 
are not indirect or secondary ones, because they ax’e distinctly recognised 
as the direct denotations of the words. 

Objection: “ How then can tliere be such an assertion as that ‘the 
“hare’s horn does not exist,’ — if the hare’s horn has never before been 
“ perceived as a positive entity ? And if it has ever been perceived as a 
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positive eiititj, liow could there be an absolute negation of it ? J’or just 
“see — it is only -when an object has been found to exist in one plaeej that 
“ its existence is denied in another j and at one and the same place, no 
“ object is ever recoginsed as both existing and non-existing* It may be 
“ urged that-— ‘it is for this same reason (that is, for the same reason that 
“ makes the recognition of both the existence and non-existence of an object 

in a single place contradictory) that we hold the form of the positive 
“entity to be imposed upon it/ But tliis cannot be ; because that which is 
“ imposed stands equally in need of having its existence recognised some- 
“ where else (before it can be imposed). Nor can the existence of one 
“ thing bring about the imposition of another ; because there can be no 
“ connection between tbe two. It may be asked— ‘ How is it, then, that the 
“ existence of the barren desert leads to the imposition of the form of 
“ water (in the mirage) But the example does not fit in with the case in 
“ question ; because tbe existence of the water bas been perceived el se- 
“ where. How then, we ask, can there be such au assertion as that ‘ the 
“ hare’s horn does not exist 

(l)*The first explanation of the sentence given by some people is that 
the non-existence of the hare’s horn having been recognised by the mere 
utterance of the word itself, all that the expression ‘ does not exist ’ does 
is to describe it once again, (2) Or, the words ‘ does not exist ’ point to 
all kinds of ‘ negation,’ and the words ‘ Hare’s horn ’ serves to specify this 
negation (as the most absolute one) ; and the ‘ hare’s horn ’ is not speci- 
fied by the expression ‘ does not exist ’ ; because the general negation (ex- 
pressed by the expression ‘ does not exist ’) is not incompatible with the 
particular (absolute) negation (expressed by the word ‘hare’s horn’) 
[though the particular negation is not absolutely compatible with the 
general negation]. (3) Or, it may be that when a person hat comprehended 
the meanings of the two words forming the compound, and has also got at 
the comprehension of the relationship between these two, as indicated by 
the compound — which is just like the compound ‘ Bajapiirusliah ’ (the 
King’s man), — if it so happen that he has never known the hare to have 
no horns, — the sentence * the hare’s horn does not exist ’ may serve the 
purpose of pointing out to such a person the fact of there being no connec- 
tion (between the meanings of the two words forming the compound). 
(4) Or, it may be that, apart from the compound, the sentence may be 
taken as pointing out the Hare as the receptacle, and then referring to the 
horn as perceived In the Cow, &c., — the expression ‘ does not exist ’ deiiying 
(without any imposition) the fact of there being any connection between the 
7mrn (as perceived in the cow) and the hare ; and then the expression ‘ hare’s 
horn ’ serves the purpose of pointing out the same absence of the connec- 
tion that has been previously comprebended by means of the same word. 


449 


* VAJAM1NAH PRASTABAU’ EIILOGISES THE 

(5) Orv lastlj/ it may be that the appafent oontradiotion in the assertion 
may be explained on the ground of the object refeiTed to by the sentence 
being taken, without any kind of imposition, to be the peculiar flat surface 
on the hare’s head, which has not become hardened and lengthened by 
the gradually accumulating layers of flesh (like a horn) (and as such it is 
only a positive entity that is referred to by the sentence) {like a horn). 
As it has been well said that the action that is pointed out by such nega- 
tions as ‘ he does not go/ &c., is the same that is expressed in a positive 
form by the expression ‘ he says.’ 

Thus then, words like ^ hare’s horn,’ having in the above-mentioned 
manner got at their direct denotation, come to be applied indii ectly (or 
figui'atively) to any other object which appears in a form other than tlm 
generally recognised one. For you, however, the word having no direct 
signification of its own, any chance of its figurative use is very remote; 
specially because if the original meaning itself of the word be an indirect ■ 
one, there can be no further indirect application of it to any other mean- 
ing (or object). Because in the sentence ‘the student is Eire,’ the word 
‘Eire,’ applying to the student only indirectly (or figuratively) , cannot 
apply indirectly to any other object (through the student). This will 
be explained later on, under the VI— iii— 32. 

As for such negations as those of the Pradhami of the Sankhyas and 
the like, these too cannot be said to be based upon any Imposition; 
because they may be explained in the following manner : The sentence — 

‘ there is no Pradhana ^ only points out that there is no Pradhana , apart 
from such causes of the Universe, as the Atoms, Bodies, fc That is to 
say, the word ‘ ’ pertains to the Cause of the Universe ; and it 

is such a Pradhafea that is denied by the Bauddha and others, on the 
ground that there can be no such cause apart from such causes as Atoms 
(as held by the Naiyayika), or a series of ‘ Bodies,’ and the like (as held by 
the Jaiiia) ; that is to say, the word ‘ Pmdhdna ’ denotes nothing other 
than these atoms, &c.’ Therefore the secondary signification of these words 
also are based upon their own direct meanings ; and as such there can 
be no incongruity in our theory as x'egards such relations. 

Eor these reasons, in the case of the sentence ‘ Yajamanah prasiamJi^ 
the yajamana, having been cognised, indicates character of fulfiUing 

one's own ‘purpose; and the prastara and the too are found, 

indirectly, to serve the purposes of the yajamUna ; and as such being 
indirectly indicated by the word ‘ yafamma, ’ through their actions, they 
come to be taken as praised by moans of that word (as shown above). 

These explanations also apply to the case of the similarities of origuh 
&c. as shown below. 
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[I» the passage — ^ agnivhrdhmanah^ the word ^ &>gni^ is meant to he in 
praise of the Brahmana, through the similarity of Origin {8iltra 24i).'] 

The Bhashya has cited as an instance under this head, the sentence 
^ agneyo hrahmanahj^ where the word ‘ agnEya ’ is said to be in praise ef the 
Brahmana. But the word ^ —signifying as it does ‘ one whose 

Deity is Agni ’ — ^is applicable to the Brahmana directly, and there need not 
he an indirect signification in this case ; because there is no doubt that the 
Brahmana has some sort of relationship with Agni ; and this is all that is 
signified by the nominal affix in the word. It is not necessary that it is only 
an offering that can be related to a Deity ; because the offerer of the sacri- 
fice also has some relationship with the Deity ; and as such this can very 
well be spoken of as belonging to him j as the Bhashya itself says later on : 
^ The Deity belongs to the saorifioing person also.* And hence this word 
cannot serve as the proper example in the present connection. 

Therefore we must cite as iustanoes such assertions as * The Brahmana 
is Agni ; ’ where the word directly signifying the Fire, indirectly points to 
the Brahmana, through the quality of being born from Prajapati's mouth 
(which is common to Agni and to the Brahmana). 

By the word ^j^ti^ here is meant ^ janma * or origin ; and though in 
reality there is no snch thing (as the origin or birth of Fire) yet 
inasmuch as the fact of Agni and Brahmana having been produced out of 
Prajapati’s mouth has been described in an ArthavSda passage, it can serve 
as the basis for the figurative expression used in the sentence in question. 


A'DHIKARANA (14). 

[In the sentence \ yajamano yupah * and in * ctdityo yupah^ the ynpa is 
praised hy the words 1 yajamma ’ and ^ Mitya ' through the siinilarty of shape 
{Sutra 2^:1 

Objection : SarUpy a or similBiTitj is tke basis o£ all figurative expres- 

sions ; why tken should it be oifced as the basis o£ a particular expression ? ” 

Reply : True it is so ; but the ‘ Sarnpya ’ or similarity meant here is 
that of shape^ which is perceptible to the eye. For instance, the upriglit» 
ness and the brightness dm io the painting, belonging to the sacrificial post 
iyupa) are visible to the eye, and it is through these properties that it is 
eulogised by means of the words ‘ yajamana * and ‘“aditya ’ {the master 
of the sacrifice and the sun being both upright and bright ). Because the 
sentence in question cannot be taken as laying down the fact of the 
yajamana being utilised as the sacrificial post 5 because in that case the 
yajamUna being stuck up in the ground (like the post) and having the 
animal tethered to him, could not perform the duties of the yajamana; 
and this would be a most absurd incongruity. As for the Sun, it is 
absolutely impossible for him to be employed as the post. Even if a 
certain person, atheistically inclined, would make a wooden image of the 
Sun ( and then employ this image as the post) then too the word ‘ Sun ^ 
would apply to such an image only indirectly ; and in that case rather than 
admit of an indirect signification in an Injunction, it would be far morU 
reasonable to accept it in an Arthamda* 



ADHIKAEANA (15). 

[In the sentence ^ a^agam va anye gogvehhyali, pagavo goagvaJi ^—the imrd 
* apagur^ is an indirect praise of the Goto and the Horse, through mere Praise 
(Sutra 26).] 

r It lias been shown above that all figarative expressions 
are based upon jprwe ; wlij then should it be brought in as the basis of a 
particular figurative expression ? 

Reply : True ; but in all other cases Praise is the result of the figura- 
tive expression, while in the sentence in question it forms its basis, just 
like the similarity of shape, <&o. 

“ But how can it be so ? ” 

The word ^pagu' having signified the excellence of the cow and the 
Horse, the negative compound ^ apa 9 a ^ indicates the absence of that ex- 
cellence in all other animals. “ 

As a matter of fact, however, it is not that the form of the ^pagu ^ 
(animal) does not belong to the buffalo, &c. ; because any such assertion 
would be contradicting a fact of ordinary sense- perception ; nor can the 
assertion * apagavo nU any B gogvBhhyah^ (all others besides the cow and the 
horse are non-animals) be taken as the mere denial of the true functions 
of the animal, in the buffalo, <&c., because such animal -functions have 
been described in many Yedic passages, as belonging to these also. 

Nor can it be held that these sentences could be taken as optional 
alternatives to the sentence that denied their animal functions. Because 
there is a distinct difference in the authoritative character of the two de- 
clarations ; as in the case of the declaration of the functions belonging to 
the buffalo, &o., the Injunctions already exist ; whereas in the case of the 
other declaration, the Injunction will have to be assumed. And when the 
use of the word * non-animal ’ can be very easily explained as being in praise 
of the Cow and the Horse, there is no pressing need for assuming any such 
Injunction j specially as in both cases the abandoning of the direct signi- 
fication is equally necessary (in the case of the Praise excellent, 
while in the other case, it = performing the functions of the animal) ; and 
further, in the case of such an assumption, the sentence ‘ pagavo gogvah ’ 
would be a useless repetition. ISTor is it^]quite possible to deny the exis - 
tence (in the buffalo) of the actions and properties inhering in the class 
‘ animal ’ (by the word * apagu ’) *, noi' too can this word be taken as deny- 
ing the existence of such properties as are peculiar to the Cow and to the 
Horse ; because in that case too, the assertion would not be of mnoh use ; 
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becanse tbis fact is pointed out by tbe word ‘ amje'^ in tbe sentence (and 
Jience the use of ^apagu^ would be wholly redundant). And it is absolute- 
ly necessary that the negative prefix in ‘ apagu ’ should have a function only 
when that which is to be negatived the character of the animal) has 
been duly comprehended by means of the word after it {\pagu ’) ; because 
there can be no negation, when there is nothing to be negatived. 

li'or can there be any use for any other meaning of the word ^ apagu ’ 
than mere excellence ; and from its connection with the word, * Oow ’ and 
‘ Horse, ’ it is clear that it signifies excellence ; although it is also capable 
of signifying non-excellence (of other animals), yet as the context does not 
stand in need of any mention of non-excellence^ it must be taken (even if 
referred to other animals) as denying the excellence ; but as any such mere 
denial does not serve a useful purpose, the word must be taken to in- 
dicate, through this denial, the superior excellence of others (viz.^ tbe Oow 
and the Horse). 

The full signification of the sentence therefore comes to be this: 
There is no other excellence in other animals, in comparison with the Cow 
and the Horse; and hence the indirect denial of excellence contained in 
the word ‘ apagu, ^ is due to the praise of the Cow and the Horse. And 
(though it is the denial of the excellence of other animals that is thus 
found to lead to the praise of the Cow and the Horse, and as such this 
Praise cannot; be said to be the means of the said denial, yet) we speak of 
the. Praise as preceding the denial, because there can he no other reason for 
the latter. In any other case, however, whenever the praise would be found 
to appear after the denial^ it would not be spoken of as its means. 


ADHIKARANA (16). 


■ ' ■ [In the sentence ^ SrshtmipadadhtlUi * the name ^ SrsJiti ^ is applied to 
mil the Mantras in question on the ground of the word being found in a great 
Mumber of them (Sutra 27).] 

If on fbe strength of the verb ^upadadhdti^ we accept the sentence 
to be an Injunction, -—then the great difficulty would be that there are no 
hriclcSf that, either in class or in the properties possessed, are differentiated 
from other bricks, by the same ‘ Srshti ' ; because any bricks, that may 
be put into the altar with these Mantras^ may be called ‘ SfshtL’ And if the 
sentence be taken as an Injunction (i.e., if the Mantras containing the word 
Srshti' were enjoined with reference to the putting up of the bricks) 
in general, then the whole process of the putting up would be pervaded 
over by these Mantras^ and as such there would be absolutely no use for 
those Mantras, which, though not laid down by means of any direct In** 
junction, are yet employed in the putting up of the bricks, in accordance 
with their uses pointed out by the expressive power of certain words con- 
tained in them and by the context in which they occur. For this reason, 
inasmuch as all these Mantras are found to be applicable to the putting 
up, as pointed out by the contexts in which they occur, the word ‘ Srshti ’ 
must be taken as pointing to only a few of the Mantras to be so employed ; 
and through the peculiar signification of the word * Srshti ’ (as that in 
which this word is present) the word in the sentence in question must 
be taken as employed with a view to eulogise all the Mantras used at the 
putting up of the bricks. 

To this, some people make the following objection : The putting up 
** of the bricks being included in the collecting of them laid down elsewhere, 
‘‘and the Mantras to be employed in it being duly pointed out by the con- 
“ text, as also by the expressive power of certain words contained in the 
“ tras themselves, it could have nothing to do with any Arthavdda, appear- 
“ing apart from itself ; because the compatibility of the ArthavMa lies in 
the fact of its forming one sentence (or being taken along) with the In- 
“ junction, as we have ah’eady shown under Sutra I — ii — 42. Nor do we 
“ find any other accessory mentioned, to which the sentence in question 
“ could refer. And thus then, the sentence comes to serve the only purpose 
‘‘of rejecting (other bricks) (^.e., the meaning of the sentence comes to be 
* “ that we should make use of no bricks other than those that are put np 
“ with the particular Mantras) ; and hence the uselessness of the sentence 
“ continues as before j and it is necessary to point out its use/^ 
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To tills, some people make tke following reply : It is the putting up 
that is enjoined by the sentence ; and the Mantra is referred to only with a 
view to show the great importance oi ihe putting up , — the purport of the 
sentence being that the putting up is so very excellent that it is done 
with such important Mantras* It cannot be urged that this putting up is 
employed in the collecting (of the bricks) ; because mere collecting would 
be accompanied by the mere piling together of the bricks (whereas 
putting up means the arranging of them in a particular order, in making 
the sacrificial altar). lilor could the putting up he said to be of the bricks 
collected together ; because, inasmuch as the putting up is laid down with 
reference to the bricks, its injunction would have to be repeated with regard 
to each individual brick of the collection. And further, even though the 
putting up may be pointed out by the mention of collecting, yet it would 
be necessary to mention it where it has been mentioned, in order to show 
that the name of ‘ Adhvaryava ’ belongs to the action ; which would show that 
the putting up of all the bricks is to be done by a single person, the Adli- 
raryu priest. While if the putting up were left to be inferred from the 
mention of the collecting, there would be no such fixity as to its performer. 
Nor could all the Mantras be employed in the sfAd putting up ; as some 
of them do not have any such particular use expressed by any words in 
themselves ; and these could be employed in the holding of the bricks 
also. 

Then again, the bricks, directly mentioned in the Brahmanas, being 
utilised in the middle altar (as will be shown later on), and the nature 
of these bricks being incapable of being ascertained without being con- 
nected with the Mantras whereby the putting up is performed, it becomes 
necessary, even for the accomplishment of the middle altar, to connect 

Mantras with the putting up. Such being the case, those Mantras 
that appear in the chapter on AupUnmakya, not being capable of any 
relationship (with any action) without explicit directions, the sentence 
in question cannot be said to be useless. 

Nor is it absolutely necessary that the Sutra should be taken as assert- 
ing the character of an Artha'oMa (to belong to the sentence in question) ; 
as all that the Sutra does is to show that, inasmuch as the word ‘ Srshti * 
happens to occur in a greater number oi the Mantras in question, the name 
is applied to all of them. And hence we cannot very well take the sentence 
to be an Injunction of the Snhtis m the materials to be employed. 

The Bhasbya, however, only points out that the sentence could not ho 
taken as an Injunction without taking certain words in the figurative sense 
(which is not allowable in an Injunction), and that for this rensoii, it 
must be taken as a descriptive ArthavMa* And what this means is that, 
though the Mantras in question are spoken of as one collective whole, as 
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in the sentence ‘ he hymns by a single by nan, ’ — ^yet the distingaishlng word 
^ Sr^hti ’ is found only among a few of them, such b>s hhe Anm^hya, &q, jy 
and heace if the word ^ Srshti^ were applied to the Ifawtes, it wonld be 
abandoning its direct signification, and accepting an indirect one ( which 
is not allowable in an Injunction) j and while indirectly indicating the 
Mb (not containing the word) it would also denote those that do 
contain it; and this would be a very complicated process. If, however, 
it is taken as a mere desoripHve eulogy of tloe futting up^ any recourse to 
indirect or figurative expression cannot be considered undesirable. 


ADHIKARANA (17). 

\_The case of the word prmabhrtah ’ in the sentence ^ f rdnabhrita tipada- 
dhati^ is the same as that of the word * Srshti’ described above; the 07ily dif~ 
fereme being that in this case^ this distinguishing word is found in fewer 
Maiitras (SuU'a 

Tke Objecfcion and the Reply, in the case of tba word ^ prdnablirtah^ Sbve 
the same as those in the case of the word \8rshti ’ ; and the only reason 
why this is treated of separately is that in this case the word, though 
found in fewer Mantras^ is applied to many of them. And as before, so in 
this case also, the original denotation is not wholly abandoned; and as 
such this process of indirect Indication is admitted, as it is often found that 
when the whole is mentioned, it brings about an idea of the part also. 

[That is to say, the Indirect signification of a word being defined' as one 
that is based upon the relationship of certain properties indicated by the 
direct denotation, though, in the cases in question words like ^ Srshti^ 
are found to be used figuratively (indirectly), yet, inasmuch as such a 
word is unable to indicate any properties not connected with itself, — such,, for 
instance, as a multitude ^ — and the multitude extending over all its con- 
stituents — even if one of these constituents is left out, the whole multitude 
becomes left out ; and hence the word must be taken as pointing out the tak- 
ing in of all the constituents. When, however, the figurative expression is 
differentiated from Indication on the ground of the former altogether neglect- 
ing the original meaning while the latter retains a trace of it, the significa- 
tion of the word ^ SrshtV would be of the form of Indication. Thus then], 
theploka quoted should be construed thus: In a case where the word ne- 
glects all relationship of its original denotation, and points only to the form of 
a property of that which is denoted by it directly,— in the case of such a word 
the only comprehension that it brings about is that of the form of the object 
defined, and not of the deflner also (because this forms only the means of 
the comprehension of the former). While in the case of the words * Srshti ' 
and the like, the Srshti (directly denoted by the word) being abandoned by the 
multitude or collection of Mantras indicated by that word, on the ground 
of some of them containing that word,— inasmuch as the name does not 
ext end. over aZi5 the Mantras^ the mere mention of the defining word not 
giving an idea of the whole Multitude ^ — it necessarily takes within itself an 
idea of the defining word ‘ Srshti ’ also; and hence in this case the cognition 
of both the defining word and the defined is purely verbal. 


ADHIKARANA (18). ' 

[Treating of the fact of all doubts being removed by subsequent passages. 

Mitru (28): In all doubtful cases, a definite conclusion is 
arrived at by the help of subsecjuent passages. 

The Injimotion and the Eulogy are always held to pertain to the same 
object ; and hence if there is any doubt with regard to one of these, the real 
fact is ascertained by the help of the other (e.gr., in the case of the Injunction 
■ the pebbles should be wetted,’ there arises a doubt as to the material with 
which the wetHng is to be done; and this is set aside by the coneluding 
* sentence (Butter only is glory 

Qtmtion : “ What could be the ground for any such doubt ? Some people 
*thold that the ground lies in the fact of the lujunction refering to the object 
*VButter in its generic form. But this is not quite a correct answer ; because 
** in that case the Injunction would bring about a definite idea with regard 
** to the generic forms, (and there could be no doubt). It may be asked — 
‘how can there be any idea of the generic forms of objects, without any 
“ specifications ? ’ But to this we reply that such an idea would he exactly 
like what we have in the case of Butter ; that is, to say, in the case of Butter 
“ also, there may be a doubt as to whether it is fresh or stale, produced out 
*‘of the milk of the cow, or from that of the bufialo ; and just as in this 
case, without any specification, we have have an idea of Butter in general, 
“and there is no doubt in our minds, so exactly in the same manner,— in 

“the sentence — ‘ the pebbles should be wetted Butter is glory itself’ — 

“ all doubts with regard to the word ‘ batter ’ ceases, by taking it to denote all 
“viscous liquids that can be utilised in the wetting of the pebbles. 

“With a view to these arguments others hold that ti\e doubt arises on 
“account of the mention, in the subsequent Arthavada of a particular 
“material in the shape of Butter. But even this is not quite correct; he- 
^ cause such a specification would be all the more a reason for arriving at a 
“definite conclusion; for instance, there is no doubt in our minds, on hear- 
“ing the sentence, ‘ bring the oow, the white one / 

But this Analogy does not quite apply to the case in question ; because 
if the specification were contained in the Injunction itself (as it is in the in- 
stance you have cited) then there could be no doubt in the mind of any person ; 
but if, in the instance you have cited, the specification were contained in a 
subsequent passage (as there is in the case in question), the chance 

of doubt would be as great in this as in the sentence in question. 
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That is t0 saj, if the sentence were in the form— “ the pebbles sliouUiba 
wet tied bj butter then there would be no room for any donbt; on the 
other hand, if the sentence yon have cited were in the form of the sentence 
in (|aestion.— -as bring the oow.....*the white one is excellent,”-— then there 
would certainly be a ground for doubt ; and then this would also form a fit 
object of the present discussion. Hence, inasmuch as in the case of th@ 
sentence in question, the generic object is mentioned in one place, while the 
specific one is mentioned in another, this cannot but give rise to a 
doubt. 

On account of this doubt, some people hold that the Injimctive sen- 
tence is something quite apart from the Arthamda sentence ; and in sapport 
of this they bring forward the following arguments :— 

“If both of them formed a single sentence, it would end with the 
“pointing out of the specific object (Butter); and as such the sentence as a 
“ whole bringing about the idea of this particular object, there would be no 
“ room for any doubt. If, however, they are taken as two distinct sentences, 
“then one being found to point out the generic object (any liquid), 
“ while the other speaks of a specific object (Butter), it is only natural that 
there should be a doubt. Though it has been explained above that) the 
Arthavdda forms a single sentence with the Injunction, — ^yet this only 
“ refers to the subsequent relationship Of the two, which is just like the re- 
“ lationship of the Primary sentence with the Subsidiary sentences ; for 
“ instance, it is only after the sentences have only ended with the significa- 
tion of their own meanings, that they are joined together into one (com- 
“ plete) sentence, in accordance with their respective primary or subsidiary 
character.” 

But this theory does not appear qilite reasonable, because those indi- 
vidual collections of wdrds, which serve to signify things that are of use in 
the performance of certain actions, can very rightly be taken as separate 
sentences. As for the passage, however, we find that before it 

has been coupled with an Injunction, it remains absolutely useless; and 
hence it cannot be admitted to be joined to the Injunction, before it has 
signified its own meaning. If the two were totally independent of each 
others there could he no doubt at all ; as one would rest in the signification 
of the generic, as the other in that of the specific object ; and whichever 
thing is mentioned in aiiy sentence it is comprehended without any doubt, 
by means of that sentence. 

It may he urged that — “the Injunction resting in the generic object 
“ could be subsequently specified, exactly like a Mantra^ which is at first 
comprehended in its general bearing, and then subsequently comes- to be 
“ recognised in its specific bearings (on particular sacrifices).” But in that 
case the subject would become included in the Adhikarana treating of 
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Mantras^ and its mention on the present occasion would be a nseless re- 
petition. ^ ^ ' 

Thus then, it is only when they are taken as forming the two parts of 
a single sentence, that the beginning of the sentence being found to ref er to 
the generic object, and the end to the specific object, there would be an ap- 
parent contradiction ; but it is a recognised fact that the two must refer to 
the same object ; and hence the question very naturally arises as to the 
signification of which part of the sentence is to be modified in accordance 
with that of the other. 

The Bh ashy a puts the question-— ‘ Which is the more reasonable ? ’V 
And the sense of this is that the direct signification is the more reasonable^ 
and not the indirect Indication, 

And the doubt being thus established, we have the following — 
PtJRVAPAKSHA. 

Inasmuch as Arthamdas are subsidiary , to the Injunction, and are 
‘‘ merely descriptive, it is in them that, we can have figurative expressions j 
“ the Injunction, on the other hand, being the principal factor, we can have 
none in it; specially as at the time that the Injunction appears, there has ap- 
peared no ArthavUda^ on account of the contradiction of which any word in 
‘Hhe Injunction could he taken figuratively. 

That is to say, that which is enjoined is praised ; and vice versa ; and 
‘*the Injunction, referring to something that has not been got at before, 
cannot be separated from the direct denotation of its words. If the 
“ sentence had begun with the Arthavada — i.e.^ if we had it in the form 
“ ‘ Batter verily is glory,... the pebbles should be wetted * — then in considera- 
“tion of the priority of the comprehension of the meaning of the ArthavUda 
we might perhaps make the signification of the Injunction subservient to 
‘^it; but as a matter of fact the sentence begins with the Injunction — ^the 
“ pebbles should be wetted’ and hence the generic object having been pre- 
viously signified by the Injunction, if the Arthavada he found to be unable to 
** apply to it, it would be absolutely useless ; and as suob the Arthavada can 
never be independent of the Injunction. While, as for the object of the 
“ Injunction, it is quite capable of independent existence; and as such it 
“ can never he made subservient to the Arthavada ; whereas the Arthavada 
“ cannot but be subservient to the Injunction. And further, the specific 
‘‘object (Butter) can always indicate its concomitant genexfic object (li« 
“ quid in general), hut the generic not being always accompanied by any par* 
f‘ tipnlar specific object, it could never indicate this latter. And hence we 
“ conclude that the word ‘ butter’ in the ArthavMa signifies all oily liquids 
“in general.^, ■ ^ ^ 


DOUBTS REMOVED BY SUBSEQUENT PASSAGES. 
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“And again, the In Junction speaking of tbe general object, could apply 
“ to tbe Butter, only with tlie help of tbe ArthavMa; whereas it would re- 
®‘ fer to all oily substances in general, without any help of the AriJiavada 
** (and hence it is the latter view that is the more reasonable of the two), 
“As for instance, even when the /Soma is held up with the Mantra sacred to 
“ Rudra, it is not offered to Rudra alone ; because the Soma for other Deities 
^®is capable of being held without a Mantra; in the same manner, the 
“ Injunction could point to oil, fat and other such substances, without the 
“ help of the Arthav^da. And again, with regard to that fact with reference 
“to which we find a Praise, the Injunction loses all its persuasive power; 
“whereas in that which is not praised, its persuasive faculty remains 
“unimpeded. 

“ For these reasons, we conclude that the word ‘ Butter ’ in the Arthavdda 
/‘must be taken as signifying all oily substances.” 


To all this we make the following reply : The functioning of the 
Injunction is not complete until it has been made attractive (by means 
of the Arthavada) ] hence finding the praise applied to the Butter, we 
infer the Injunction also to apply to the same. Though it is true that at 
the outset the Injunction refers to even such substances as oil, fat and the 
like, yet on account of the Praise, it is concluded that it refers to the 
Butter alone, and not to oil and fat, which two therefore are not to be 
used in the wetting of the pebbles. Because with reference to oil and fat 
the persuasive power of the Injunction will have to be assumed, while 
with reference to the Butter, that power is already present (in the 
Artliavada), And while this persuasive power already exists, if we were 
to assume another, syntactical split would be the inevitable result ; and 
while accepting the persuasion to rest in the Butter, if we were to assume 
another persuasion with regard to oil and fat, the Injunction would have 
two different forms, and there would be a split of the sentence. And hence 
we conclude that Oil, Fat, &o., cannot even form the objects of the Injunc- 
tion, 

Even though the word in the Injunction be a generic one, that would 
make no difference; because any wetting by a generic entity being impos- 
sible, there is a need of the mention of a particular entity ; and as 
the only such entity that is mentioned is the Butter, spoken of in the 
concluding sentence, we naturally infer the generic word in the Injunction 
to refer to it. And even if the Butter form the generic signification of the 
word in question, there would be nothing incongruous in the rejecting 
of oil, &c., — none of which are expressed by any word— through the direct 
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deuotaMon of the word. All that ilds does is to remove the doubt ; and in 
this it does not contradict the evidence of any means of right notion. 

Then again, in the case iii question it is the mere action of toe# wf that 
is enjoined, and not the Material (with which the wetting is to be done). 
And the Action could indicate any and every material, if there were 
no Tedio passage pointing to any one particular raateriaL In the case 
in question, however, we find a distinct Artliamdam connection with Butter ; 
and hence when the generic foi'm of the Injunction makes it necessary for 
us to assume a definite particular material, which is not mentioned in the 
Injunction itself, — there can be no ground for assuming any other save 
that which is eulogised in the ; and hence we conclude the 

Injunction to mean that the pehhles are to be wetted with butter. And 
though there might be certain delusive notions of Oil, Fat, (&c., yet inas- 
much as there is no basis for these, no harm is done in rejecting them alto- 
gether. 

And further, if we accepted the Injunction to refer to oil, &e., there 
would be a threefold Indication: viz, (1) the Action would indicate the 
Material, (2) the Material in general would indicate the particular Material, 
and (3) the word ‘Butter’ woiild indicate the generic entity. 

Hence we conclude that it is the using of the Butter only that is sup- 
ported by evidence. 

Other commentators have cited certain Mantras also as objects included 
under the present Adhiharana. But in that case, the Mantras having been 
treated of here, what would be left for being considered in the closing 
Adtiiharana of the sixth Adhylya. 


ADHIKAEANA (19). 

[The indefimU is defined hy the help of the peculiar poienUaUHes of the 

InjunctionJ] 

JSiitrei (30) : Or, it is by means of the potency ; since this form^ 
apart (of the word). 

In a doubtful case, where thei’e is no subsequent sentence to help us^ 
the real fact is ascertained by naeans of that potency which forms part of 
the Injunction. 

For instance, in the case of bowing before a god with a view to pro- 
pitiating him, the word ^ ahjalif denotes the two hands joined together 
flatly, palm to palm; whereas in such sentences as ‘one should not 
drink water with the anjalif the same word denotes the two hands joined 
together in such a way as to appear like an elongated cup. And then^ 
coming across the Injunction of Saktuhoma, wherein the flour is laid down 
as to he offered by the ^ ahjalif there is a doubt as to the way in which 
the two hands should be joined together ; and there being no subsequent 
sentence helping to clear the doubt, we conclude the word to signify the 
cup-like shape, because no other shape could serve the purpose of making 
the offering. 

Objection : “ Such being the case, acccHcding to this rule, inasmuch as 
‘‘ we have a subsequent sentence in the form * one should do what he can,' 
“ it would seem that even the blind are entitled to the performance 
of sacrifices, though apparently not to the looking into the butter, <&c.” 

Beply : This could not be, because there is no doubt iu the matter ; what 
we have said above is only with a view to the removal of doubts ; and 
there is no doubt with regard to any persons being entitled to sacrifices ; 
specially as the subsequent sentence referred to is in the form — ‘one 
should perform the sacrifice with all its accessories in the best way he can 
and we actually find that there are many performers of these complete 
sacrifilces, in the person of people with eyes intact; and hence there is no 
Appare^it Inconsistency in the Injunction of the Action (which could serve 
as a ground for assuming the blind to be entitled to its performance). 
It is only in the case of the Injunctions of those actions that are 
laid down as to he performed throughout one’s life, that after a person 
has once begun it, if he happen to become blind, he must continue it ; aud 
the leaving off of those details which his new conditions will have made 
impossible, would not vitiate the performance of the sacrifice as a whole ; 
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and this we shall readilyadm.it. Hence it follows that so long as the 
Injunction has not reached its true position, whatever is assumed ( with 
a view to accomplish it) has a Yedic authority ; after however the 
Injunction has been fully established, if anything happens to be assumed, 
it would have no authority, as originating from a human agent. Specially 
as the purposes of the subsequent sentence are served, in this case, by the 
peculiar potency (of the Injunction itself). 

It is with a view to this that it has been said — ^just as the text of the 
SmtHs is a means of the comprehension of their meaning, so also is their 
peculiar potency (or expressiveness). And it is for this reason that the 
details that are signified by such potencies are not mentioned directly if 
the Yeda, which makes direct mention of only a thousandth part of it. 


Having entered into the impregnable Fortress of Dharma, — which 
has many inlets to it in the shape of Mmitras, Injunctions and 
ArtliavMas^ wherem the take the place of weapons, and which is 

protected on all sides by the vaiuous branches of the Yeda,-— the 
author now proceeds to consider the whole subject of the meaning of 
Yedic texts. : 


End of the Fourth Pada of the First Adhyaya, 


Here F^nds Adhyaya 1, 


ADHYATA IL 
' PlDA I. 

The Introdactory 

In the opemng passage, the Bhashya points out the connection between 
the two Adhyayas— First and Second. 

Bnt at the very ontest, we meet with the sentence — ‘ In the First 
^‘Adhjaya, the definition of Pmmmms has been given/ This is not 
‘‘quite correct; because as a matter of fact, the author of the 
8atra has not given any definition oi FramMas, For that is called 
“ a definitimi which serves to differentiate a certain object from others 
“similar to it; and we find that the Sutras have not been any such 
“definition of Sense-perception and the other Framanas. Then again, 
“ Inference and the rest have not even been mentioned in the Sutras; 
“ as for Sense-perception, that too has been mentioned ia the Sutra, only 
“ asnotbeingameansof knowing D/tama; and not as something to be defined. 
“ Even Yerbal Authority has not, in the First Adbyaya, been defined as a 
“ FramUna ; in fact it is only in the present Adhiharana, that it is going 
“ fco be defined as such. Though it is true that the author of the Vrtti 
“has supplied us wifch the definitions of all the Framanas, yet this fact 
“ cannot justify us in speaking of such definition as forming the ‘ sub- 
“ ject-matter of the First Adhyaya for the simple reason that those de- 
“ finitions do not form the suhjeofc of the Sutras, How too, could ifc ba 
“ possible for the Sutras to lose all their force in regard to a subject 
“ totally different from their own subject-matter ? 

“ Secondly, the author of the Vrtti too has spoken of the six 
“ Framams, only as not forming the real objects of enquiry (on the ground 
“ of their well-known character) ; and as such, even on the strength of 
“ the Vrtti, a definition of the six Praraanas cannot be spoken of as the 
“ subject-matter of the Adhyaya. That is to say, the Vrtti having spoken 
“ of them only as not forming the objects of enquiry, any definition of 
“these cannot rightly be spoken of as forming the real subject-matter 
“ of the Adhyaya.’* 

In view of these reasons, the Bhashya should be taken in reference to 
what has gone in the First Adhyaya. Thus then, the expression ‘ Framana-^ 
lakshanam' (Definition of Framanas) must be taken as=:‘ codandlahslianam ’ 
(Definition of Oodand) ; as the treatment of Injunctions, &c., as occurring 
in the First Adhyaya, only serves the purpose of establishing the authority 
of Godand, 

That is to say, the whole of the First Fdda of the First Adhyaya forms 
part of the Second Sutra, wherein BJiarma has been spoken of as having 
59 
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fhe for its lahshana {meatis of knowing). The word ^ laic sham ^ 

having its signifioanoe thus pointed out, the word ‘ Pram%a’ oconmng 
(in the Bhashya) along with it, must be taken as ‘ that which is known/— 
mz., Bharma ; for though the word ‘ BrmxUna ^ (taken in the sense ^pramtyaW 
2 /a^ ’) would ref er ^0 all that is Icnoion^ jet in the present instance/ it can« 
not hut he taken as referring particularly to Bharma ; as this is what 
forms the suhject-matter of the enquiry. 

Or, the word ‘pramana* might also he taken in the sense of the 
means (of knowing) ; then too, it is the ‘ lahshana ^ of this that has been 
described in the First Mbyaya. Though it is true that the First Adbyaya 
does not contain the definitions of all the means of hnotuing, yet, inas- 
much as it has defined the means of hnowing BJiarma es Oodana,^ the 
Bhashya speaks of it as having supplied the definition of Pramana^ 
For it is not necessary that in order to be a definition of FramanUf 
it should speak of Framanas in all their bearings ; because the number of 
the particular forms of Framanas being endless, there could be no definition 
of Fra 7 )%anas at all. And as a matter of fact, the particular form of Framana 
meant is distinctly mentioned in I~i-5, which points to a particular 

scripture (to the exclusion of all others). 

Oi*, the Bhashya may he taken as summing up the subject-matter of 
the First Adbyaya, in view of the fact that the Adbyaya contains a full 
definition of the particular Framdna that was laid down as the object of 
enquiry — viz., Oodand, Hence, even though the sut7'a has not pointed out 
the forms of Injunctions, Mantras or Arthavadas, yet it has fully 
established the fact of all these serving useful purposes in connection with 
Bharma, with regard to which, therefore, they may be rightly accepted 
as Framdna; and it was only for want of a proper opportunity that the 
specific forms of these have not been pointed out in detail. 

Then (in the subsequent Fddas, it has been shown that) the 
character of Framdna, as belonging to the Smrtis depends upon the fact 
of these having their basis in the Yeda; that of Names depends upon the 
fact of their being included in Godand itself ; while that of Supplementary 
Explanations and Indirect Implication, depends upon the fact of these 
serving the useful purpose of settling doubtful points. And thus there is 
nothing incongruous in speaking of the whole Adbyaya as treating of the 
lahshana of Fi'amdnas. 

Then, ' says the Bhashya — This fact should not he lost sight of ; that is 
to say, it is only when one hears in mind the fact of the Veda heing the 
Framdna for Bharma, that he can hear the discussions with regard to the 
difference, &c., among sacrifices , such as those introduced in Sutra II — ii — 2 ; 
otherwise one would always hold that the Veda is absolutely useless. 

[The Bhashya says: We neost proceed to consider the Framd^ia.s and the 
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SnlsidiarieB^ &C.J &c., and on this an objection is raised] As a matter of 
fact we find that the consideration of the Primary and Subsidiary 
character of actions is contained in Adhyayas III & lY ; why then 
*7 should this be spoken of in connection with the present Adhjaya ? ’’ 

A some people o&r the explanation that the present Adhyaya 
treats of the Primary and Shhsidiary characters, as subsisting between 
Substauces and Actions ; while the subsequent Adhyayas treat of that 
subsistiUg between Action and Action ; and as such there is no repetition. 

But this explanation is not quite correct ; because in the Pourtli 
Adhyaya, uUder IV— iii—l, we find all of these— Bubstances, 

’&o., —distinctly mentioned, tJonseqnently, to tbe above objection, we 
make the following reply : What is explained in the present Adhyaya is 
that one Action is known to be different from another on account of the 
two being mentioned by different Words ; and it is in the wake of this 
difference that We have an explanation of the difference among the 
A^rvas (resulting from the Actions) ; and lastly, it is for the purpose of 
Uscertainiug which is the Action that brings about the Ajpwrm, that we 
have the consideration of the fact of Actions having tliC character of the 
Primary or the Subsidiary, 

That is to say, { 1) the difference among Actions is the natural 
(direct) subject-matter of the Adhydya ; and the mention of the 
non-difference among certain actions is only a denial of the aforesaid 
difference, (2) And with a view to establish the difference and 
non-difference of Actions, we have an. explanation of the difference and 
non-difference , of their ApUrvas, (3) Thus then, so far, it would seem 
that for each distinct Action there is a distinct Ap^irva ; and here comes 
in the use of the consideration — as contained in Adhikarana III — of the 
Primary and Subsidiary character of Actions, which serves to set aside 
the former misconception with regard to Apmms (Inasmuch as it shows 
that it is only the Primary Action that has a distinct Apurva of its own). 
For instance, even in the case of the sentences ^ Ynliln prokshatV and 
* YrlMn avdhantii ^ though tbe words * atahantl * and ‘ prohshoH * are 
different, and as such though the true Actions are distinctly cognised to 
be different, yet inasmuch as these Actions are found to have their sole 
end in the visible effects (of the preparation of rice and its cleaning), we 
conclude that they cannot bring about any ApUrva (transcendental 
result). As for tbe Api^7*m that is held to follow from tbe restriction of 
the method of preparing the rice, to thfeshing alone, it does not result 
from an Aetion, and as such is of no consequence in the present context. 
Hence we find that it is only when certain Actions have a distinctly 
primary character with reference to the substance, <Sbo., that they are cog- 
nised as leading to distinct Apm'vas, and as such being totally distinct 
Actions. And it is for the due differentiation of such primary and 
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siibsidiary character, tliat the Sutra (iii Adhyajas III & IV) will supply sg 
with foil explanations of such character; and it is an exception to these 
explanations that are delineated in the two Adhikarmas contained in Suims 
II— 1^9, and II — 5— J3. 

Thus then, the two characters of Verbs having been pointed out, a 
third has to be shown in the shape of ‘ Denotativeness ’ ; and in con- 
nection with this, we have a consideration of the character of Mantras •, 
and then follow the definition, <fco., of these ; and thus these defini- 
tions, &c., treated of to the very end of the Fada, are indirectly con- 
nected with the main subject. Then, having spoken of the difference 
among Actions, as based upon the difference of wordSy and repetition (of 
Injunctions), the Sutra will point out, under the Adhikarana on ^ Faurna’!' 
masya ’ (II — ii— 3 et seq. ), an exception to the fact of ‘ Repetitions * being 
a ground of difference ; because in the particnlar case in question the fre- 
quent repetitions are taken only as explanatory to the whole Context. Then 
as an exception to this exception, we have the Adliikara^as in Sutras II — 
ii— 9 to 20. Then tli e Sutra proceeds to pointont the ^ff erence among Actions 
as based upon differences of Number, Name and Frbperties^ and the treat- 
ment of the difference of properties goes on till the commencement of the 
treatment of the differences of Context] and this continnes till the be- 
ginning o£ the Adhikarana treating of the differences of the Branches 
or Resoensions of the Vedas. And herein is also contained a denial of 
any other ground of difference among Actions, save the six, treated of above. 

Thus then, the whole subject-matter of the Adhyaya on Differences is 
taken up in the setting aside of objections to the fact of the differences p£ 
Actions being based upon tbe difference of ISTame, Repetition, difference of 
Properties, and difference of Context. And it is necessary to explain this 
fact in detail; because such ascertainment of difference is absolutely 
necessary in the due knowledge of the relationship of subserviency between 
Actions ; and as for other facts, the present is no opportunity for any 
mention of these. 

Thus alone can the connection of the Adhyaya be shown. Because 
(1) the relationship between the Primary aud the Subsidiary, &c., is de- 
pendent upon a due ascertainment of differences among Actions ; (2) it is 
only when tbe Action has been duly cognised that there can be any ques- 
tion as to a person being entitled to its performance ; and (3) it is only 
when the Injunctions have been duly comprehended that there can be 
a transference of the properties of one Action to another. 

That is to say, until the Means of knowledge has been duly defined, 
there can be no consideration of the meaning of the Veda; and as such no 
discussion as to the marks of differences among Actions, (treated of in 
Adh. II) can be introduced ; and inasmuch as it is only in tbe case 
of Actions that have been found to be different, that there can be any 


INTRODUeTORY, 


469 


idea eiilier oi relaHonsMp of the FHmary and the Subsidiary (Adli. Ill), 
01 ’ of tlieir usefaluess or otherwise ( Adh. lY), or of tlie order of their 
performance (Adh. Y), — none of these diseussions could be raised, until 
we had thoroughly considered the marks of differences among Actions ; 
so too, it is only when the character of the Action has been fully cognised 
that there can be any consideration of the question as to whether a certain 
person is entitled to its performance or not (Adh. YI) ; and thus we find 
that this last question stands in need of all the five foregoing Adhyayas, 
In the same manner, the Adhyayas YII — XII, treating as they do of the 
Transference of Properties, presuppose a full knowledge of all Injunctions ; 
and as such the whole of this latter half sMras is found to be depen- 

dent upon the whole of the former half. 

And thus it is clear that after the consideration of the Pram ana, next 
comes that of the marks of difference, a treatment of which is therefore 
begun in Adh. IL 


Says the Bhashya : Sliadvidhah Tcarmahliedah^ gabddntaram\ &c., <Sjc 
But inasmuch as those that are enumerated are not differences of Action 
(Jcarmahheda)^ (1) this word should be taken as meaning the * grounds of 
such difference/ Though in accordance with the order observed in the 
forthcoming Sutras^ ^ ndmadJieya* should have been mentioned just after 

* sanjndy^ yet, on account of the fact of its being of the least importance, 
it is mentioned last. (2) Or the word may be taken as indicat- 
ing the reason, the construction of the sentence being — ‘ sJiadvidhah 
harmahheda iti; ’ {.e., the difference of Actions is of six kinds, as due to the 
following causes. (3) Or, the word ‘ hheda ' may be taken in the Instru- 
mental sense hhidyate' nena) and thereby signifying the means 

tion of Actions, the word ^ harmabheddh^ could be directly taken along with 
‘ gahddntaramf &c. That ‘ Sahjhd ^ and ‘ Cabdantaraf and ^ Sankhya ' and 

* Gunaf are not repetitions, we shall explain later on. 

Each of these six treating of altogether different objects, there can be 
no question as to their comparative authoritativeness, as there is among 

* Direct Assertion,^ ‘ Indirect Implication,' &c. Therefore it is the ex- 
planation of Difference alone that forms the main subject of the present 
Adhyaya; all other discussions are only meant to be either Introductory 
or Supplementary ; as that discussion which helps the accomplishment of the 
main discussion is said to he ‘ Introductory j' while those that follow from 
the main discussion are known as ‘ Supplementary.’ 

For instance, this following Adhikara^a will be introductory to the 
main discussion of the Adhyaya, because it treats of the difference among 
Apurvas, which establishes that among the Actions. 


ABHtKAtlAI^A. (1). 

’J'ke qiiGstioH to be treated of in this Adhikarana thus comes to fci 
^is’^which is the word {in an Inf unction') which, being related to the result^ 
would ‘point out the difference or non-difference among Aptirvas f 

if the sentence or its meaning were one complete whole by itself (iii 
the shape of there would be no relevancy to the question (raised 

in the Bhashya) — does each word signify Dharma ? It is for this reason that 
the Bhashya has added— a sente^ice words ham significations. 

But against this question, there is yet another objection : MawiS 
has been declared to be capable of being known by means of the GodanU 
** alone j then inasmuch as the GodanU is always in the form of a sentence, 
how can there be any question as to Dharma being signified by each of the 
words ? That is to say, if Dliarma were directly denotable by words, 
then alone could there be any question as to whether or notit is signified by 
‘^each word. As a matter of fact, however, Marma (as constituting the 
meaning of the sentence) is only indirectly indicatable ; and as such 
there is no room for any such question as put in the Bhashya.” 

To this the following reply is given : On account of its relationship 
to the Result, Dharma cannot but he recognised as denoted by the word ; 
and hence it is only natural that there should be an enquiry as to whe- 
ther it is denoted by any one word or by all the words (in the Injunctive 
sentence). 

And then again, what is considered here is, not whether what is 
known as ‘Dharma ’ is denoted by each of the words, hut whether. that 
which is denoted by each of the words comes to be Dharma, when cognised 
in the shape of the denotation of the Sentence, comprehended after its 
connection with the Result has been perceived ; or that it is the meaning 
of a single word that, when aided by those of the other words, comes to 
be recognised as Dharma, It is only in accordance with this last alter- 
native that all the words in the sentence can he found to be signifying 
the fact of a single Action being Dliarma ; specially as the character 
of Dharma is held to belong to that alone which is the direct means to 
the accomplishment of the Result. There is no single thing which is de- 
noted by all the words ; and as such all the words cannot be accepted to be 
denotative of the Dliarma. It is only that word which is found to he related 
to the word signifying the Result, that is taken to be expressive of Dharma, 
the direct means of the particular Apmva (bringing about that Result). 
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ABHIKARANA (A)- 

[TM follows from that ivMch i$ directly connected with the result. } 

Thus then, the question resolves itself into this form — Are all the 
woi’ds connected with the Reaul% or only one of them? And on this,, 
we have the following 

FBRVAPAKSHA (A), 

Each one of the words is connected with the Result j heoause, inas- 
much as a uniform relationship is possible only with the principal factor 
in a sentence, — and as it is the Result that is the principal factor, — each 
one of the words must be taken as uniformly related to it. If we could 
perceive any difference among the words, whereby we could ascertain 
that one of them, and not the rest, is related to the Result, then we 
‘‘ could accept the tlieory that only one word is so related ; so long, how- 
“ever, as we are not cognisant of any such difference, we cannot but 
“ admit all the words to be related to it. If only one word were held to 
‘‘ be connected with the Result, and all other words to be connected with 
“ that word, then, in accordance with the VojapByadMharam (Sutras Y— ii 
« — 1 et, seq.), that which would be denoted by that one word would, with 
“ reference to the Result, have the threefold position of the Predicate, the 
“ Injunction and the Subsidiary ; while with reference to the other (namely 
“ the material of the sacrifice) it would have the contrary threefold 
“character of the Subject, the Description and the Primary; and this 
“ contrariety of character would lead to a split of the sentence. On the 
“ other hand, when all the words are taken as Predicates with reference to 
“the Result, then there is an uniformity of character, which makes a. 
“ simultaneous relationship of the words possible. And as a rule, every- 
“ thing comes to be connected with the principal factor, whenever this is 
“ possible, — and hence the denotations of all the words, being related to the 
“ Result, must be admitted to be DJiarma. And as to whether each of the 
“ Dharmas thus signified fulfils the full Result, as in tbe case of com- 
“ mnnistio sacrifices (where the complete Result accrues to each sacrificer), 
“ or all of them conjointly accomplish it, — and as to whether they are to 
“be employed as optional alternatives or all conjointly — , on these matters 
“ we can accept any theory that we choose. Bnt as a matter of fact, the 
“most reasonable theory is that each of them fulfils the Result in its 
“ entirety ; because the Result being an immense one, it cannot be men- 
“ tioned by a single word, and because each of them is distinctly cognised 
“ as being capable by itself of accomplishing the Resnli Or, in accord- 
“ ance with the conclusion arrived at under Svtras III — i — 12 et. seq., tbe 
“ whole thing being mentioned by the single sentence, the Result may be 
“held to be accomplished by all the Dharmas taken collectively. Or 
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again, the Besult being fulfilled by a single JDharma it oannoi have any- 
^Hhing to do with any others; and as such, the Dharmm mmt he taken 
as optional alternatives.*’ 

SIDDHAHTA (A). 

To all this we make the following reply: The Apwrm is held to 
follow only from that which is directly connected with the Result; and as 
this is accomplished by the relationship of the denotation of a single word, 
there can be no ground for postnlating the relationship of any others. 

That is to say, if the sole purpose of the sentence rested solely in the 
relationship of the Result-, then, it might have been possible for the deno- 
tations of ail the words to be connected with it. As a matter of fact, 
however, the mere relationship of the Result not being enough for estab- 
lishing the full character of Dharma, it becomes necessary to assume an 
intermediate Apurva. And the only ground for such an assumption is the 
Apparent Inconsistency of the mention of the Result, Ac. Hence when 
this inconsistency of the sentence has been removed by the assump- 
tion of the Apiirva, there is no ground for the assumption of any other 
unseen agency. And even he who would assume many A]purvas must as- 
sume one Apu7*m ; and no sooner has this one ApUrva been assumed than 
the aforesaid Inconsistency disappears, and leaves no ground for the as- 
sumption of any other AjpfZrva. For these reasons, there can be only one 
thing that can be related to the Result ; and it is from this one thing that 
the Afurm proceeds; while all else only helps the action leading to the 
Result. hTor is there any contradiction (in the fact of the Action being 
signified by the single word of the Verb, while the Instrumental ending 
is found in the word signifying the material) ; because the contradiction 
can be explained away on the ground of the word in the Instrumental 
being taken as the name of the particular Action (t.e,, the sentence 
* QyenBna yajeta ’ may be taken as ' one should perform the sacrifice called 
Qyena ’) ; or when no other explanation is possible, the contradiction can 
be explained by having recourse to possessive indication ; e. p., the sentence 
^ dagapai)iMna graham sammdrshti ’ is taken as ^ one should purify the cup 
by a washing with the dagapavih^a* Or, the meaning of the verb may be 
taken as referring to its Instrument, through the factor of the Result indi- 
cated indirectly. 

ADHIKARANA (B). 

{The Apurm is pointed mit either hy the Noun or hy the VerhJ] 

• How there arises the question — the denotation of which one of the 
words should be connected with the Result ? And the 
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PCEVAPAKSHA (B) 

is tliat., “ as tlie assumption of unseen agencies is obviated hj connecting 
the Eesult witb any one of tbe words, there can be no fixed rule as to any 
one of these being so donnected,** 

SIDDHINTA (B). 

And to this we make the following reply : That which is connected 
wdth the Eesult is the Principal factor; while that which is related to the 
Principal factor is the Subsidiary ; and hence the character of both the 
Primary and the Subsidiary cannot belong to one and the same thing. 
Tiiat is to say, in a single sentence, one and the same word cannot, at one 
time, be the Principal, on account of its direct relationship to the Result, 
and at another time, the Subsidiary, on account of its being an aid to that 
which is directly related to the Result; because the character of the 
Principal and the Subsidiary is not variable. 

For these reasons, the Apurm must be always admitted to be pointed 
out either by the Yerb or by the Noun, 


ADHIKARANA (0). 

{Bhctmrthadhihm'ana, — All Verbs are indicative of the Bhdvana^ and the 
Apurvd proceeds froQn this"]* 

The Bhashya here raises the question — ‘ What is a ‘ Bhdva ’ and what 
are ‘ Bhdva-gahdas ? ’ This question emanates from one who holds that 
ill a sentence, the predominant factor in the denotation of such verbs as 
‘sacrifices’ and the like, is that which is signified by the affixes in them ; 
and that inasmuch as the conjugational affixes denote the Agent, the Verb 
cannot but be accepted as denoting either the sacrifice as qualified hy the 
agent, or conversely, the agent as qualified hy the sacrifice. Though a 
single question would also imply the other, yet, as without having quoted 
the words ‘ yajana' &o., theBhashya has quoted the words ‘ yajaii,' &c., as 
denoting the Bhava,— it is clear that it is something superphysical that is 
meant by the word ‘ BJiavagabda ; ' and as such none of the two questions 
is redundant. 

To the questions thus put forward in the Bhashya, the upholder of 
the Siddhanta theory replies hy interpreting the word asR7iw-f 

+ ac=:Bhdvand, and then by explaining the denotation of the verb to be 
purely concomitant with such BhUvand, and denying the fact of the verb 
^noting the Agent ; and it is with all this in view that he quotes the 
verbs ^Yajati,^ &c. 

The opponent however thinks that the denotation in question does not 
belong to anything besides the root with the causal affix, and 
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tliafctlie verbal affix can have nothing to do with the Bhavand ; specially as 
this latter is expressed by an altogether different root ; he further thinks 
that though there may be other roots that might denote the Bhavand^ 
yet there are no affixes denotative of it ; and that as* a matter of fact, even 
the roots, denoting as they do the sacrifice, &c,, are not capable oh denoting 
the BJidvand ; with all this in view, the opponent has nr'ged the argument : 
^^The words ^ yaga/ ^Jioma/ 

To these arguments we make the following reply : All verbs always 
clearly signify the Bhdvand as interspersed with the sacrifice, <fcc. ; and as 
snob they are held to be ^bJidvarthdhfi In the case of any word all that is 
not cognisable by means o£ any other word is held to be the meaning of 
that word ; and as a matter of fact, wherever a verb is found, it is found 
to signify the meaning of the root, mixed up with the Bhdvdnd ; and it is 
lor this reason, that the verb is called ‘^hhdvdrtha.* Words signifying Sub- 
stances and Properties are always known to be apart from the Bhdvand ; 
and as such the question does not refer to them. And on this point, we 
have the following 

PXJEYAPAKSHA (C). 

^‘All the woi’ds signifying substances and properties, and denoting 
^‘well-known entities, are well capable of being taken as expressing 
“ Instrumentality, &o. ; and hence it is through this that they come to be 
“ related to the Result. As a rule, the result, being a thing yet to be 
“ accomplished, stands in need of the Means or Instrument which is an 
“ already accomplished entity, and not in that of another Result, Thus 
“then, the substances signified by Nouns being well-established entities, 
“ are capable of supplying this need of the Result, which need cannot be 
“ supplied by the Yerb, which itself is something yet to be accomplished. 
“ For these reasons, the Result must be admitted to follow from the 8ub- 
“ stance, &o., (signified by Nouns) (and not from Yerbs),’* 

SIDDHANTA (C). 

The reply to the above is given in 

Sntr€$ (1) : All verbs are indicative of BJmvanas^ and the 
accomplishment of the Apurva proceeds from these ; because 
this particular fact is laid down* 

That is to say, the verbs that denote the Bhdvand bring about the 
cognition of the accomplishment of the Apurva ; because the particular 
fact — that ‘ one should accomplish heaven by means of the sacrifice’ — is 
laid down by these, 

i To explain further, it is a relationship with the main result that 
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sei'Yes as ihe means of the cognition of the Apurva; and then all relationsliip 
Is preceded by a certain want (on the part of the members related); this 
want is found to emanate from words signifying Bhava (action), and from 
those signifying Substance or property ; and for this reason the Bhavana of 
the is recognised from the verbal conjiigational affixes ; and in this 

that which is signified by the verbal root is cognised, through proximity, 
to be the Instrument in the fulfilment of the main Result. Consequently 
we come to the conelusion that it is by means of the signification of the 
verbal root, recognised as the Instrument in the fuiffiment of the final 
Result, that leads, through the apparent inconsistency (of the fulfilment of 
the Result at a time other than that of the performance of the Action), to 
an idea of the appearance of an Apnrm* 

A question is here raised: *^How is it that, in the case of the word 
‘ yajeta,' the root ‘ yaji ' (‘ sacrifice ’) is set aside, and the Bhavana is said 
“to be signified by the Affix alone,* — the meaning of the Injunctive affix 
“ being laid down as = ^ BhuvayBt \ (one should accomplish) ? (1) For, as 
“ a matter of fact, the affixes, Injunctive and the like, would, by themselves, 
“signify mere Injunction^ which part of the Affix then can denote that 
“ which Is expressed by the root with the causative Affix (t.^., Bhavi) ? 

“ Specially as the root ‘ yaji ’ itself cannot signify the meaning of another 
“root Q Bhu^) having, as it has, all its potentiality taken up in the 
“ denotation of its own specific meaning. (2) Then again, as a matter of 
“ fact, we find that whenever one object is expressed by a synonymous 
word other than the one previously used, the words are never used to- 
“ gether in speaking of this same object. For instance, when one says 
“ ‘ bring the jpi&a (cuckoo),’ if the person addressed fail to comprehend the 
“ word he says ‘bring the and not ‘bring the pika Jcokila.^ 

“ So, in the same inanner, in the case in question, if the Injunctive Affix 
“ be synonymous with the word ‘ * or ^ hhUvayati, then in speaking 

“ of the particular fact, we should use only these latter, and not the In- 
“ jnoctive affix also. (That is to say, the Injunctive affix being synony- 
“ moiis with ‘ hTiSua^aii,’ we could not in this connection use the term 
‘ bliavayBt ^) : specially as, at the particular time it is not quite difierenti- 
“ ate d which factor of the word signifies the Action. In the case in ques- 
“ tion, however, we find you speaking of * kuryat,^ and ‘ hhavayet,^ where you 
“use the Injunctive affix together with the aforesaid roots. Thus then, 
“ that which is signified hy the affix in ‘ yajeta ’ is exactly the same that 
“is signified by the affix in ^hhamyet;^ and as such if you explain the 
“ meaning of the Injunctive in ^yajeta/ by the word ‘ hkavayBt,^ the addi- 
“ tion of the root ‘ hhnvi’ is most improperly redundant. And consequently 
your interpretation is wholly un-Yedic.’* 

To this we make the following reply : In all cases, it is a general 
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rule tliat v^’lien tbe Verbal conjugafeioual aMx denotes tlie action of aH 
agent, who is a fully accomplisbed entity, then the sense of ^ karoti ^ 
(accompUsTies) is recognised as co-extensive (with the meaning of tbe 
Vex’b). There are certain roots, added to which, a conjugation 
signifies only that action of the agent which ends in his acquiring his own 
existence,— e.^., ‘is,’ ‘exists,’ and the like. In the case of other roots, 
when the agent is an already accomplished entity, the action signfied is 
that which brings about the existence of something else,— sacrifices.’ 
‘gives,’ ‘cooks, ’and the like. And the word ‘ ’ (‘action’) 

signifies only a particular substance, — -endowed with peculiar potencies, 
moved in its pristine character, having a mixed nature, having an existence 
in the past and in the future, — as moved from its former position and not 
reached the next. And in the case of some Verbs it is the agent himself 
that is cognised as being in this position ; while in that of others, where 
the Agent is a well-established entity, it is something else. Hence in a 
case where the Agent himself happens to be in tbe said unsettled position, 
he stands in need of something else, for the fulfilment of his own exis- 
tence; and as such not functioning towards the accomplishment of any 
other substance, he cannot be spoken of as ‘ A?aro^i.’ When, bow^ever, the 
Aaent is a well-established entity, and functions towards the fulfilment 
of something else, then he is spoken of as ‘ hm'oH ’ (‘ does ’). Thus it is 
that when, one asks ‘ kin Tcaroii ’ (‘ what does he do ? ’), the reply given is 
*pathati' (‘reads’), which latter combines within itself the generic 
QkaroH^) as well as the specific action [since the word 

^ pathati* = ^ pdtham karoti^}; whereas in reply to the same question, 
there can be no such reply as — ^hhavati ^ (exists). 

Thus then, it is clear that all conjugational affixes that signify tbe 
actions of Agents that are well established entities, have the the sense of 
^karoH’ (accomplishes). And as such there must be something to he 
accomplished; because unless there is something to he accomplished ih.e word 
^harotV is never used; and it is the nominative of the verb ‘to be^ 
(hhavati) that becomes tbe objective of ‘ kawti.^ That is to say, tbe verb 
* /caro^'i ’ being transitive, unless there is something to he accomplished^ the 
sense of the verb is not complete. It is a well-recognised fact that all 
nouns, in whichever case, are nominatives of certain intervening minor 
actions; and then it is that, with reference to the Principal Action, 
they come to be recognised as tbe Objective, Dative, &c. And thus in the 
case of each individual Principal Action, there is a multiplicity of actions 
dependent upon the capabilities of the objects concerned. And according 
to this rule, we come to the conclusion that the nominative of the action 
* to he ^ is the objective of the action ^karotij 

Por 5 instance, that which can^ never hey as well as that which always 
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exists, can never be accomplished^ — e.g.y ‘sky-flowers’ and ^ AMga^ respec- 
tively. That is to say, it is that whose being has commenced, or whose being 
is possible, that can be brought abont by something else, and as such he 
spoken of m * being accomplished.' For certainly, no one is ever found to be 
aocomplishing either the sky- flower or Aka^a. Though in certain cases— -snch 
BiS ^p^dah kuru ' — we find the xerh to ^ accomplish * nsed with 

reference to an already established entity — -the foot,— yet what is meant 
hei’e to be accomplished is not the themselves, bu.b certain other pro- 
cesses in connection with them. 

Though the root ‘iir’ has many meanings, yet in all of them is a 
common element— that of the bringing about of something not before exis- 
tent (and as such thei’e is nothing incongruous in the general assertion 
that the wovdi ^Icaroti' cannot be used unless there is something to be ac- 
complished), Or, it may be that it is only when the root signifies * bring- 
ing about ’ (or accomplishing) that there can be a co-ordination of its 
meaning with the sense of the particular conjugational affix; and hence it 
is the object actually brought about that becomes the objective of the 
Yerb. 

Thus then, we have got at the true character of the action ‘to be/ 
And it now follows that that which is the Nominative of the ‘ accomplish- 
ing’ (TcaroH) is the Instigator of the action ‘ to be; ’ while the nominative 
of the action ‘ to be ’ becomes the Instigated of the former person. That is 
to say, on account of the peculiar character of the potentiality of the two 
roots * KarotV and ^ Bhanati^ the relation between them is such that the 
former signifies the action of the Instigator, while the latter does that of 
the Instigated ; exactly as there is between the roots 'pac ’ (to cook) 
and ‘ mklidi' (to become softened), (1) And in certain cases it happens 
that it is only the action of the Instigator himself that is directly expressed, 
the action (of becoming ready) oi Instigated (j^a^u) being implied, either 
by the peculiar potentiality of the declared objective {hatam)^ or by the 
aforesaid action of the Iw5%a^dr,— in ‘ IcaroH' (prepares the 

mat), ‘ odanam pacati ’ (cooks the rice) ; (2) while in some cases, it is only 
the action of the Instigated that is directly expressed, that of the Insti- 
gator being indirectly implied; — e,g,, * ghato hhavaW (the jar becomes 
ready), ^ viklidyanti tanduldh' (the rice is becoming softened); (3) in 
some cases the distinct actions of both are mentioned together, — e.g,, 
^ Jcatam haroti dBvadattah' (Devadatta prepares the mat) ; (4) and in some 
cases, the action of the Instigator is made subservient to that of the Insti- 
gated, which latter alone is directly mentioned, — ‘ hiyafe hato devadattena ' 
(the mat is prepared by Devadatta), ‘ hriyaie haiah svayameva ’ (the mat 
is being prepared by itself) ; (5) there are certain instances in which that 
which is mentioned is the Action of the Instigator only, to which is made 
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subservient the action of the Instigated, whichi latter is mentioned by a 
part of the same word; and in this case we find that the words ^hciroti^ 
hnd ^pacati ^ in their pnx’e forms are incapable of giving the sense just 
mentioned ; while the roots * bhu ’ and ‘ mhlidi ^ signify only the actions 
of the Instigated ; and hence these too do not give the necessary meaning ; 
and consequently the only way of rightly expressing the particular mean- 
ing is the use of the Causal forms ^bhdvayati^ and ^ viMedayatif\ 'whem 
the fiinotioii of the Causal may be taken to be either direct denotation 
or indirect implication, [i.e., the word ^ vihledayati,'* though apparently 
mentioning the action of the Instigator, Devadatta only, clearly con- 
tains the elements of the actions of both; for the meaning of the as- 
sertion ‘tozdwkm viJcledayati ^ is divisible into tbe two sentences * Hera- 
dattaTi pacati^ (the action of the Instigator) and ‘ tanduld viJcUdyante^ the 
action of the Instigated]. As has been declared elsewhere : “ Causal 
verbs are used in connection with the actions of the Instigator, though they 
always indicate the actions of the Instigated.’’ 

And further, because the roots ’ and ^ mhlidi (fee*, are incapable 
of giving this sense, without the causal affix, —that is no reason why 
other roots ^ JearotV ^pacati,^ &o., should be equally incapable; or con- 
versely, because these latter are capahle of giving this particular sense, — 
that is no reason why all the roots should be so capable. Because tbe 
natural potentialities of objects cannot be questioned ; and it is for this 
reason that roots and affixes signify many meanings. 

Thus then, we find that, through the sense of ^ haroH,^ all conjnga- 
tional affixes have the sense of ‘ 

It is for this reason that persons knowing the true nature of Bkavanlt^ 
explain it as the action of the person instigating, or bringing into exis- 
tence that object which is the nominative of the Action ‘ to be.’ 

It has been urged above that— “ Injunctive affixes do not signify 
anything other than Injunctions.” But this is not correct; because what 
the Injunctive affixes do is to signify the Verbal Bhavana ; as for ihe Actual 
(Material) Bhavana, this is expressed by all conjugational affixes. 

That is to say, when we comprehend the BhavanH, in the shape of the 
action of a person, to be signified by the word ‘ haroti,^ as following from 
all conjugational affixes, — we also comprehend such specialities of the 
Bhavana as Injunction, Prohibition, Past, Future, Present, &c., — all of 
which are signified by particular words other than conjugational affixes in 
general ; and hence it is that in the case of all conjugational affixes the 
sense of ‘ haroti ’ is comprehended as the general factor. For instance, we 
have such uses as — ‘ What is he doing ? ’ ‘ He is cooking/ ‘ What did he do ? ’ 

* He cooked.’ ‘ What will he do ‘ He will cook.’ * What should he do ? * 

* He should cook.’ ‘What should he not do?' ‘He should not cooh' And 


BHivlRTHi0HIifAKAfA. 479 

m all tkese we find tliat in tlie Actual there is an element of 

the peculiar In nctioning of tlie Injnnctiv'e affixes, &c/, whereby they serve to 
instigate the person to activity or otherwise; and this function is some- 
thing apart from the former which consists of the denotative 

property of words ; and it is this that is called (V'erbal) ^BJiavana' ov 
' VidhiJ We have dealt with this in detail under the Adhikarana tresbiing 
oi the Arthavada* 

It has been urged that — “ in explaining ^ yajeta '^ by ‘ yagBm hhdvayBt,^ 
there is an infringement of the laws governing the use of synonymous 
words (see above)/' 

To this we make the following reply : (1) Inasmuch as the mere 

root is not capable of being used,— (2) with a view to the expression of the 
Number, <fec., of the agent,— -and (B) for the sake of protecting the original 
form, — we make use of the affix (Injunctive) (in ^bhdvayBL’) That is to 
say, if the mere roots \Jcr^ ov ^ bMvl ^ were capable of being used, then we 
could not make use of the affix ; as it would be like using together the 
words and ^hokila;^ but, as a matter of fact, a root by itself is 

never used; for such a use would be wholly incorrect. Thus then, it 
being absolutely necessary to make use of some one affix (when speaking 
of the meaning of a Verb), it is only natural that we should hit upon that 
very affix of which we are explaining the meaning ; as in that case, the 
second mention of the affix could be taken as descriptive of the former, and 
helping the root in the usage ; and any other affix is not used, because 
such another affix would signify something over and above what is signi- 
fied by the original word. 

Objection : “ But the affixes ih and slip have been laid down as to be 
used in connection with a root where one has to speak of the root as 
“ such ; and hence we could make use of such forms as ‘ hhSimh * or * hhdva- 
‘ hrtiW or * harotih,'* ” 

This cannot be ; because when these two affixes are joined to roots, all 
that the resulting word signifies is the verbal form oiAj \ and as such, having 
nothing to do with its signification, any such form could not be used in 
explaining the meaning of the conjugational affix (in ‘ yajeta.^) 

Though there are certain cases where people do make use of roots with 
these affixes (ik and stip), even in speaking of what is signified by the root, 
— :/*^**> ^yajih^ and ^ yajatihf <feo., — yet in all these cases, the words used 
directly denote the verbal form only; and it is only indirectly that they 
indicate the meaning. In the case in question, however, we have no 
reason to have recourse to indirect Indication ; and as such we cannot use 
a word that is not itself directly significant. 

And again if we explained the Injundtive affix in ^yajeta ' by the wmrd 
* hhavayatih ' or ‘ karotihf we would be holding that the roots ‘ hr ’ and 


480 


TANTRA-TARTIKA« ADH. 11 — pIdA I-— ADHl (Ic), 

* hhu* are directly sigoified by the conjngational affix in question ; wliioli 
is. far from desirable* For these reasons, in order to speah of the root 
with a view to its meaning, we cannot but use the roots ‘ ’ and ’ 

together with a conjugational affix. 

And again, ii BMvana mere the only meaning of the Affix, and if 
the roots ‘ /iJ.r ’ and ‘ hhavati ’ were capable of expressing all that is 
denoted by the Affix,— then there might be some question as to using the 
roots ^ hhuy &o., alone. As a matter of fact, however, none of these two 
contingencies is possible, and hence even though the roots serve to point 
out the yet the affix has to be used, in order to point out the 

number, &o., of the nominative (of ^yajeta ^). 

Thus then, the fact is that when we explain ^ yajeta^ &>s ^ yagena 
the denotatioii, by the Injunctive affix in the word ^bhavayet 
of the E/idrawn itself must be taken as being descriptive of the same 
Bhavana that is already expressed (in ^yajeta^) [the chief use of this 
affix lying in the denoting of the number, &c., of the agent] ; otherwise we 
would fall into a double mistake : (1) that Bhavana is the sole meaning of 
the Affix, and (2) that the roots * hr ’ and ‘ hhu ’ themselves are 
denotative of the number, &c., of the agent also. 

Further, the Bhavana that is expressed by the conjugational affixes is 
always in a form that shows it in the process of accomplishment. And if w© 
made use of any other affix (than the Injunctive, in ‘ hhavayet ’), then the 
roots ‘ hr^ and ^hhu* (as accompanied by some other affixes) would 
signify the BhavanU in the shape of an accomplished entity like a 
substance ; and as such it would not be the same kind of Bhavana that is 
expressed by the conjugational affix. Hence it is absolutely necessary to 
make use of the particular affix. 

Again, the Bhavana being comprehended in the presence of both the 
root and the affix, it is never exactly ascertained by wbich of these two it 
is exclusively signified. If it could be ascertained absolutely that tlie 
Bhavana is signified by the affix, then there could be an objeotiou as to the 
mention of affixes with the roots * hr ^ and ‘ bhu ’ being a useless repetition. 
But, as a matter of fact, it is not so; inasmuch as it is when both the 
affix and the root are present that the Bhavana is cognised. It is because 
of the impossibility of either the affix or the root being used apart from the 
other, that we can never rightly ascertain as to which of the two signifies 
the Bhavana ; all that we can say is that it is signified (1) either by the 
Affix as accompanied by the root ^ — or (2) by the root as £\<ided by the affix ; 
or (3) by both together, JSTor is there any particular reason for assuming 
any particular expressive potentiality in any one of the two ; because the 
only ground for such assumption would be the Apparent Inconsistency (of 
the signification of the E/idranS),and this would apply equally to both (the 
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Affix and tlie root). As a matter of fact, tliere is no particulai'' purpose 
served bj ascertaining absolntelj by wliicli of tbe two tlie B/^at7a^^a is 
expressed, 

Tbe following objection might be nrg “ Inasmuch as we do not 
find the BhavanB expressed by the roots ending in the krt affixes, we 
can safely assert that it is signified by tbe conjiigatiooal affioces^ (and 
not by the roots).” 

This is not right; because we find that no Bhdmna is expressed by 
the conjngational affixes in ^ hhavat%^ <fec. ITor is it an absolute fact 
that it is not expressed by roots ending in hrt affixes, because eveii when 
these latter are used, we do comprehend a certain portion of the Bhdmnd, 

For instance, in the case othrtya affixes, we meet with such words as 
^ hlidhtavyam,^ ^ yashtavyam,^ and the like; and the Bhavana that is signified 
by these is only slightly inferior to that which is signified by conjuga- 
tional affixes. And here too, in the case of the Passive Jcrtya affixes as 
in ^brdhmand na hantavyM inasmuch as it is a substance — Brdhmana — that 
is the predominant factor in the sentence, ^the BhUmnd denoted is much 
inferior to that which is signified by the Bhdva-Krtya affix (in ‘ Yashta- 
vyam^') ; and the reason is that in the case of the latter no prodominance 
belongs to the action of an Instigator, the meaning of the root itself being 
the most predominant factor ; whereas in the other case ‘ hrdhmano na 
hantavyah ,’ — the verb signifies tbe action of the Instigated as along with 
that of the Instigator. 

The same explanation holds respecting the conjugational affixes used 
in the sense of the Active and the Passive ; because in the case of these 
also, the position of the action of the Instigator remains a subordinate 
one. And hence the case of the hrt affixes cannot be said to be the same 
as that of the conjugational affixes. 

So also in the case of Indeclinable Eft affixes, though these have the 
sense of the Bhdva (Active), yet the cognition of the Bhdmna, cognised 
by itself, is slightly inferior to the foregoing. For instance — ‘ abhihrdman 
§nhoiV etc., etc., — in all of which tbe Bhdvand that is cognised is one that 
is dependent upon another Bhdvand^ So also in the case of such words 
m ^ pakvah,^ ^ pahvam 7 t'' fm.d tliQ like, the cognition that is directly per- 
ceptible is that of a substance subservient to a Bhdvand in its fully accom- 
plished form ; so too in the case of the words ^ pdcaha ’ and the like. 

Thus then, we find that in all cases, (of Ert affixes), there is always a 
need of a certain relationship between the li^oun atid the Verb (and this 
could not be without a Bhdvand^ ; for if there were no Bhdvimd, there 
would be no need of any such relation, exactly as there is none in the case 
of the compounds of root- words and words with nominal affixes. And the 
name Karaka ’ (relation between noun and verb) is not applicable unless 
61 
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there is an action in the casej nor is there any actioii; which does not 
bring about something that did not exist before* Hence it is proved 
that the sense of ‘ haroU ’ aud bhamyati ’ is present (in the case of hrt 
affixes also). 

And even without the fact of the BhavanS^ being shown in the process 
of accomplishment, we can show that the necessary co-ordination is 
present. For instance, — ‘What should be done ? ’ ‘ Cooking should be done 
(paJctmyamy {where -we have a co-ordination between the cooMng^ pakar 
— and the affix tavya—^ should ’). ‘ Kathank/tram juhoti ? ’ ‘ AhMkraman 

juhoti^ and so on. In the case of the conjugational affixes also, there is no 
other ground for the BhavanQ, but the co-ordination (of the affix) with 
the root 

Thus then we find that even roots do not entirely leave off the 
BJiavana, as has been well said (in BhatU’hSvya-^^ Just as the root hr 
employs all the roots in their various meanings, so, &c., &c. ’ (?) 

It is not the form, but the predominant character, of the Bhavana, 
that can be said to be directly signified, or indirectly implied, by the con- 
jugational affixes, exclusively* ^ 

Objection : “In that case as soon as the word ^ydgena^ has been 
mentioned, the full meaning of the root ‘ withdrawn from 

the word ^ yajBta^'* and the BhWoand^ having thus been signified by the 
root-meaning, there can be no reason for the use of another word 
hhavayetJ* 

This argument does not touch our position ; because, as a matter of 
fact, the root (‘ yaji*) has a twofold meaning ; and in pointing out the two 
phases of the meaning separately, all that we do by mentioning the word 
‘ yagena ’ is to point out, separately, the peculiar Instrumentality of the sacri- 
fice, which is a specific form of the signification of the root, the generic 
form consisting of the BhUvana^ in order to point out which we make use 
of another word ‘ hhavayetJ 

Or, it may be that there are certain facts — f.i., (1) Instrumentality and 
(2) the number of the Agent — that are signified separately by the root and 
tlie affix (respectively) ; whereas the BMvand being quite compatible with 
both of them, we can hold it to be denoted by both (root and affix) to- 
gether. And it is for this reason that we find both the Sutra and the 
BlidsJiya speaking of all * Karmagdbdah ’ {complete verbs ) as being 
‘ hMvdrthdh * (signifying the Bhdvand)^ where there is a distinct mention 
of coextensiveness (between whole verb-roots and affixes combined — and the 
signifying of the Bhdvand), 

In the MzmMnsd-Cdstra, however, the Bhdvana is always held to be 
signified by the affix. 

The sense of this theory may be thus briefly explained : (1) The 
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ifeme of tlie Affix is always expressed by the Root and the Affix taken to- 
gether ; and as the Bhamnd is the most important factor in this jomir 
signification, it is held to he signified by the affix. That is to say, thongh 
there is no other ground for differentiating exactly, by which of the two 
the is denoted, yet, inasmuch as it is a well-established fact 

that greater importance is always attached to the denotation of the affix, 
—and in the case in question, the is the most important fac- 

tor,-“We naturally conclude that this Bhavana must he denoted by the 
affix. 

(2) The Root and the Affix are always found to appear in a definite 
order of sequence; and as a matter of fact, we find that it is only 
when the Affix is heard to be pronounced, that we have an idea of 
the BhS>v and ; and this too leads ns to the conclusion that the BMvana 
is denoted by the affix. Because the invariable concomitance of any two 
objects is not only such that one cannot exist in the absence of the other, 
but also of a kind which we find in the present case, where we find that 
it is only when a particular word — the Affix f.i. — is pronounced that there 
is a denotation of the Bhavan& ,• and as such, in accordance with the rule 
that when one object is always seen to appear when another appears, 
there is always an invariable concomitance between the two,>— we must 
admit that the Bhavana is denoted by the Affix. 

It has been argued above 'that — “ in the case of such verbs as * asH,^ 
and the like, we find the Affix giving np the denotation of the BhUvana 
(and as such there can be no concomitance between the two),” But this 
objection is equally applicable to all the theories ; for instance, even if tlie 
BhUvanU be held to be denoted by the Root, or the Root and the Affix con- 
jointly, then too, the case of the verbs * as^^V would be incompatible 
with the theories. Hence the fact is that, whenever the Bhavana is 
cognised, it is always expressed by the Affix, while in a case where it is 
not cognised, tliere is no occasion . for any consideration as to by what it 
is expressed. And we have already shown under the Tadhhutadhiharana 
(of the Tarkapdda) that any stray contrary instance cannot vitiate a 
general rule. 

Or, we may show that the case of the verbs asti^ &c., does not afford 
instances contrary to our general rule with regard to the denotation of 
the BhdvanU. Because even in the case of the words ‘ <fea, there is 
always a part of the Nominative agent that is yet to be accomplished ; 
and hence there is always present a Bhdvand (accomplishing) of this 
unaccomplished portion ; but the Bhdvand^ in this case, is not distinctly 
cognised, because it does not appear (as. it does in other cases) in a rela- 
tion of subserviency to anything apart from the Agent himself. That 
is to say, in the case of the words ‘ ast%^ &c., though there is no functioning 
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of tlm Bommativ^ agent perceptible, on aceonnt of the Agent bimself 
being sfcill unaccomplished, and of there being not/hing besides the Agent 
to be accomplishedy yet it is on account o! tbe inherent potentiality of 
the Afilx itself that w© recognise the element of Bliamna, And (1) as for 
the ol the BliamnU^ we hfave the Agent himself, there being no 

other object capable of being spoken of, on acccmnt of the iinaccomplish» 
ed eharacter of the Agent; (2) for the Instrument oi the we 

have the act of heing {hhamna); and (3) as for the Froeedure^ we hsbve 
the method of the bringing abont, one after another, of the varions parts of 
himself. And thus we find that all the three factors of the Bhamna are 
supplied ill one way or the other, by the act of being itself, specially as 
the case admits of no other action. Thus then, of the Agent himself, there 
are certain parts that are still being called into existence, i.e., being accom- 
plished, while there are others that have already been accomplished, 
which serve as the Nominative agents. And the act of being, which exists 
in common in those that have been accomplished, as well as in those that 
are being accomplished, is spoken of as the Bhmand. 

The same arguments apply to the case of such words as 
UiishpadyatB/ ^ siddhyati* the like. 

As for the woi'd *a$H^ (ts) it expresses a condition of things just 
following that which is expressed by ^bhavati^ {becomes) synonymous 
with ‘ takes birth, ^ and as such accomplishes the present being of the self ; 
and hence it is that it takes one of the conjugational afilxes. And in 
this case also, the differentiation of the functioning of the Actor and 
the acted upon is to be made as before, with reference to the common 
character of being that extends over the various parts of the Agent, while 
diifering from another in the point of time of their individual accomplish- 
ment. However, though there is such a Bhavana, yet there can be no 
Injunction or Prohibition with regard to saeb. Bhdvands ; for the simple 
reason that they refer to the Agent, who is always a fully accomplished 
intelligent subject. 

The following argument is possible: “We do often come across 
Injunctions of such being, &c. For instance, * Btvijd bhavitavyam,^ ‘ Bathan-- 
iaram hhavati,’ ‘ Adhmryuh sydt,' ‘ TJhthydni syuh,^ ^cF 

The reply to this is that it is true that we meet with such Injunctions ; 
but in these cases the word ‘ hhavati ’ is not used in its ordinary sense ; 
for instance, the meaning of ^ J^tvifa bhavitavyam^ is that one should ac- 
complish the JRtmk-hood, necessary for the performance of the sacrifice, by 
means of such other actions as purchase, appointment and the like* So also 
in the case of the sentence ‘ Bathantaram bhamti,^ though the direct 
mmning of the text is with reference to the being (or acquiring existence) 
of the Balhantarat yet, inasmuch as the Eathantara is an inanimate thing, 
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no sucli hehig is possible; and hence what the Injunction means is that 
one should accomplish the Rathantara — a distinct case of Bhamna. 

Whenever we have such sentences as ‘one should become ihiB or 
(hh.amt)y — the root ‘ ’ having the sense of stays {tishthati), — there is 

always a possibility of something to be accomplished^ the sense of the Injunc- 
tion being that one should accomplish something by staying. 

For these reasons, we conclude that the true character of Bhctvand 
belongs to the action of the agent that becomes., only when the verb used 
signifies the Past, Present or the Future, — and not when it is in the In juno- 
tive, &o. : ' ■ ■ 

In the expression of the &c., also, when the complete action is 
signified by the verbal root itself, and there is no di:Eerentiation based 
upon the di^erencein the time ot the appearance of the different portions of 
the Agent, then, in that case, the incongimity being patent, the significa- 
tion of the verb must be taken as restricted to the denotation of the root 
only, and not extending to the B7i^i;awu,—the Number, &c., of the Nom- 
inative being taken to be signified by the verbal affix. And we have 
already shown that any stray instanee to the contrary cannot vitiate our 
general rule with regard to the BhUvana, 

It has also been urged that we find the verbal I’oot signifying the 
Bhd>vana, even in the case of the Kft affixes (as in ypahvaht^ &c,). 

True it is that the denotation of the root always accompanies the 
Bhavana ; but for the very reason of the Bhavand being indirectly implied 
by these denotations of the roots, it can also be said that the Bhdvand is not 
directly expressed by the root. That is to say, in the case of all words 
ending in Krt affixes, the character of the Bhavand is cognised as tlie 
secondary element, being indirectly implied by the nouns signified by 
the verbal root, — which latter therefore cannot he said to directly denote 
the Bhavand, Just as in the case of verbal affixes, inasmuch as action 
is the predominant element in the denotation of these, the Noun is always 
cognised as the secondary factor connected with the denotation of the 
verbal root ; and hence the Nominative and the Accusative are not held to 
be directly expressed (by the verbal affix) ; in the same manner, in the 
case of the KH affixes, the denotation of the Nominative, djc., not being 
otherwise possible, these would indirectly imply the Bhdvand, which, for 
this very reason, cannot be said to be directly denoted by the word. And 
it is only with reference to this implied Bhdvand, that we have such 
sentences as ^ Kihharoti?' ^ Fdkam* — where the last word is spoken of as 
co-ordinate with the word ‘ haroti, * exactly as the word ‘ DBvadatlah} is 
used along with the word ^pacatV And the relationship of the Noun too is 
possible only with reference to the indirectly implied Bhavand. Or, this 
relationship may betaken as with the denotation of the root (and not with 
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the a), because of the fact of the nouns serving the purpose of 

accomplishing the denotation of the verbal roots, which are always sub- 
servient to the Bhamna ; and the denotation of the root too stands in 
need of these Nouns (as serving the purpose of accomplishing the deno- 
tation of the root) ; and the BhoimnU too refers only to such Nouns ; 
hence there is no iuoongruity in tJh.e relationship in question. 

In the case of the Krtya affixes {tavya, &c.), also, inasmuch as they 
denote the ^ praisha^^ urging ^ — ^even though there be no direct denotation 
of the B/iayawa,— -the full signification of the word is not attained, until 
we have obtained a Bhamna fully equipped with all its three factors. 
Because all these words serve to urge the person to a performance of his 
functions; and the form of this function is the Bhavanct endowed with 
the three factors. That is to say, apart from his own function, a man 
cannot perform anything else; and the Fraishas to make him 

perform these. Hence if these words did not, in some way or other, refer 
to the function (of the man), they could not urge him to its performance; 
and thus too, in this case also, it is found that there is an in dmect impli- 
cation of the Bhavanct (which is the name given to the functioning of the 
agent). As for the Pmishas or Directions, contained in the Brahmanas, all 
these have the character of Injunction, since what they lay down 

is not got at by any other means ; and hence, in these cases, the Krtya 
affixes cannot hut be accepted as baying the Injunctive signification, 
even though this signification is not laid down by Pauini. 

The only difference, however, between Injunction and Direction {Vidhi 
and Fmisha) is that when the object is otherwise remembered, the urging 
(to it) is called ^ Praisha^ Direction; while when the same is to 

that which is not otherwise got at, it becomes ‘ Vidhi ’ Injunction, 

Thus it is clear that the Bhavana is signified by the Affixes. 

Ohjection : If Bhavana be held to be a functioning of the Instigator^ 

‘^‘then the character of the BhdvanU will have to be admitted in such 
“actions as the laying of the vessel upon the fire, <^c., (in the case of coolcing)^ 
“and those of the mental determination, (fee., (in the ease of sacrifice), — these 
“being the actions of the Instigating Agent. And as it is these actions 
“that are signified by verbal roots, you cannot but admit the Bhavema 
“to be denoted by the root.” 

Beply : This does not affect our position ; because though it is a fact 
that the Bhavana is never cognised, entirely apart from the signification 
of the verbal root, yet the Bhavanoi proper that is cognised in a general 
form (covering over many particular actions), is something entirely 
different. That is to say, in all the particular actions spoken of above,— 
laying the vessel upon the fire, <fcc., — we always perceive a common generic 
action, in the shape of ‘ harot%^ ‘ does.’ The action of being softened, 
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laying ou the fire^ tliat are spoken of by the words ‘ pacatiy ‘ eooks, 
&c., are sneli as inhere in the object and in the Nominative Agent* And 
among all these actions, the mere action of cessation from inactimfy, the 
mere moringr towards the performance of an action, is what is meant by 
the wQvd ^ Bh^vanW \ while all the particular actions, that go to lend 
colour to the mere activity^ and which inhere in the object as well as 
in the Agent, become related to it, either in the shape of the Instrument 
or in that of the Process. 

Ohjection: “But in that case, Bhamnd> comes to be nothing more 
“ than a generic denotation of the verbal root.*’ 

Reply : True ; the Bhdvana does appear in a generic form ; but it is 
only in the shape of something to he moomplished, and not in the particular 
forms of the sacrifice, <fcc. Because the generic idea that accompanies the 
sacrifice is in the form oi Phe Instrument, which is entirely different from 
the Bhavana, which is something to he accomplished. With reference to 
each person, the Bhavana has its own peculiar generic and specific forms. 
And the sacrifice, &c., appear as Instruments in the Bhavana ; and all that 
the signification of the verbal root does is to supply the elements wanting 
in this instrument of the BhUva^iSt; it is this generic denotation of the 
Boot that is expressed by the woi'd ‘ karmagahda^ ‘ Verb * ; and inasmuch 
as the sacrifice, &o., serve to qualify the Bhavand>, they are known as the 
peculiarities of the Bhavana, 2^10.6. not m the Bh^vanS. itmli. 

In scientific works, however, the words * hriyagahda ’ and ‘ harmagahda ’ 
are used, sometimes with reference to the denotation of the verbal root, 
and sometimes with reference to the Bhavana, while at times, thi’ough proxi- 
mity, with reference to both ; in any case they are never used to express 
the particular forms of any of these. Because the Bhavana or the sig- 
nification of the verbal affix, that is cognised in the case of a conjngational 
affix, is never expressed, in the same form, by any other word. That is 
to say, the word ‘^BhBmnd* signifies something that is a substantial 
objective reality, in an accomplished form, as qualified by a particular 
Gender and Number; and this is not what is signified by the conjugational 
affix (the Injunctive f.i.), whose denotation is entirely free from any 
element of Gender or Number. Similarly too, with the denotation of 
the verbal Boot. For instance, the words ‘ karoti,^ * does,* and ‘ hhavayaii ’ 
* accomplishes,* signify something entirely different from that which is 
expressed by the conjngational affix; since that which is signified by 
‘ haroti * and / hhavayaii ’ is the Bh&vanSt that has doing and accomplishing 
for its Instrument ; and as this is not the form of the BhUvand that is 
signified in the case of the word ^yajeta,^ the two {^harotV and the 
Injunctive affix in ^yajeba') cannot be said to be synonymous. And the 
sentence * y^gena hhdvayet should be explained, without taking into 
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consideration tlie BMmM tliat appeai‘‘s to be signified 1)y tiie affix in tlie 
word ' bMmyet/ Conseqiientlj tbe seiitenoe in question cannot be quoted 
in support of tbe theory that ‘ bhavayati’ or ‘ haroti^ is synonymous with the 
Injunctive affix in because the use of the sentence can be ex- 

plained as based upon a certain degree of close proximity between the two 
and not upon an absolute identity of meaning. Thus we conclude that 
the cannot be expressed by any other word. 

As soon as the Bhavana has been cognised, first of all there arises a 
desire to know what the object oi the BhdvanS^ is ; because the object is the 
most important factor in it, and also because the object does not stand in need 
of the desire for any other factor. And in every Bhavana that is endowed 
with an Injunction, this Injunctiveness, even if previously cognised, is 
nob accepted, until the Bhavana^ as equipped with all its three factors, 
is perceived to be capable of being put into action. And before the Injunc- 
tive character asserts itself, we must always recognise the fact that the 
should be fully equipped with all the elements that make it 
capable of being put into action. Any person that would do an act 
intelligently, is never found to be engaging in any action, unless he is 
fully cognisant of a certain desirable result that would follow from it. 
This desirable result too is never sought for anywhere else besides the 
object to be accomplished (by the Bhd,vana) ; because there is nothing 
more important than such a result, that could be the object to be ac- 
complisbed. 

Thus then, if in any BhUvan^^ the object to be accomplished were some- 
thing difiterent from that which is desirable to the agent, then no Agent 
would he found to he engaging in any activity towards the fulfilment of such 
au object; and as such the Yevj fromjptive potency of the Injunctive affix 
would become thwarted. Hence it is that, though the denotation of the Root 
{yaj)^ as related to the Injunctive through the fact of being expressed by 
a part of the same word as the Injunctive, comes forward to supply the 
factor of the object of the Bhavana ,— on account of its inherent incapa- 
bility (due to its not being something desirable by the Agent), it is set 
aside. (1) Because mere proximity is not the sole ground of any relation- 
ship, — the most important grounds being those of Capability, Mtdual Wa^zf, 
&c., as we shall speak of later on. (2) Because all that the word ‘ yajeta * 
directly denotes is the mere relationship between the denotation of the 
root ^yoj^ and the Bhavana (signified by tlie Injunctive affix) ; and it ex- 
presses nothing with regard to the former entering into any of the three 
elements of the latter. That is to say, the potency of the word having 
ceased with the denotation of the Relationship, the matter, as to the en- 
tering :of anything into the three elements of the Bhavana, should be 
decided on the sole ground of capability. And inasmuch as the denotation 
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of tlie Roof} ft not found to be capable of being related as the Objecfc, 
— on account of this factor being supplied by the Injunctive character, which, 
being expressed by the same Affix, is by far the most proximate (to the 
B7iat;a«a),— we must conclude that it must be related in the shape of 
another factor (that of the (3) The Affix can never serve 

the pui’pose of prompting towards the Object itself, inasmuch as the Agent 
always knows what is desirable for him, (and it is only in the matter of the 
particular means, <fec., that he needs a prompting). That is to say, it is only 
ill cases where the activity of the Agent is dependent upon Scriptural In- 
junctions, that we seek for Proximity or Non-proximity (as pointing out 
the vai*ious elements of Bhamna), The Object to be accomplished, 
however, in the shape of Heaven, Cattle, Ofepring, Landed property, &c., 
are such as are already known as desirable, without any Scrip tiu’al In- 
structions to the effect. Hence as soon as there arises a desire to know 
what is the object of the Bhdvand>, wo at once recognise, even before we 
come across any scriptural text, that it is a certain Object desired by tbe. 
Agent ; and all that remains to be known is the particular Object so 
desired ; but this particular object too is not in the shape of something to he 
accomplished, but only as tbe object of tbe particular Bhdvana in question. 
Hence it is that, the element in question is supplied by Heaven, , which, 
though at a distance from the word, is yet found to be the most capable of 
the said relationship. As for the relationship of the denotation of the 
Root, any acceptance of this as the Object, would be accepting sometlung 
not required in tbe case at all ; and as such the very potency of the In- 
junction being thwarted, there would be an inevitable contradiction of the 
QruH. (4) Farther, that alone, — ^wbich has been recognised as tbe nomi- 
native agent of the action of being, either in the same or another sentence, 
— can have the character of the Object (of the Bhavand) ; and, as a matter 
of fact, in the case in question, the denotations of the Root, djc., are not 
cognised as having any connection with the action of being ; while Heaven, 
&o., foiind in connection with the word ‘desiring,’ are actually perceived 
to be connected with the action of being. Because the desire in the mind 
of the man is in the form ‘ May Heaven be mine,’ — where Heaven is dis- 
tinctly cognised as the nominative. of being ; and it is for this reason that 
it is accepted to supply a desideratum, something to be brought about, 
of the Bhamnci, 

The object of the Bhdvand having been thus ascertained, there arises 
a desire to know its Instrument — by what Moans it is to be accomplished. 
And it is always the * yoga,^ * Sacrnfice ’ (denoted by the root ^yaji^ in 
^ yajUa') that is recognised as the Instrument; (1) because the action of 
the Agent depending upon the scriptui’ai.liisfcx’uction, wo cannot but seek 
after -what is pointed out by Proximity, as, appearing in the text in 
62 
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questiaP (aiB^ Ibe root is always tbe most proximate to tlie Affix) ; (2) 
Tbecatise Oapability or Inoapability too can not be recognised by any other 
means of right notion, s^ve the text itself ; (3) becanse it is on!/* the 
^ sacrifice/ the recognition whei*eof as the Instminent is not incompatihle 
with the tenor of the Injunction | (4) because there is no ground for reject- 
ing the denotation of the root (yaji), that presents itself, as the Instru'” 
ment, through its dose Proximity to the Injunctire Affix ; and (5) be- 
cause, as a matter of fact, no Bhavan^ of a particular result is possible with- 
out the agency of that which is denoted by a verbal root, Though the 
^ Sacrifice^ itself is not an accomplished fact, yet, it can accomplish the 
Result, after it has itself been accomplished by means of its own particular 
Instrument. And it is a fact of nature that everything in the world is, 
at one time, in an inaceomplished shape, and at another time, in a fully 
accomplished state. The acco-mplishment too (of the sacrifice) is of no parti- 
cular use, prior to the action of the Scriptural Injunction; because the 
onl}’^ use that the accomplishment oi the Instrument has is at the time 
of the fulfilment of its particular result. And inasmuch as the Instru- 
mentality (of sacrifice) is aetually found to be extending over all the three 
periods of time, there is nothing very incongruous in speaking of the 
sacrifice (even while unaccomplished) as the Instrument (of the BMvana), 
Por these reasons, the Instrumentality must be admitted to belong 
to the saa'ifice, &c. But inasmuch as the Result appears at a time 
very remote from that of the performance of the sacrifice, the Instru- 
mentality of this latter could not be possible, except through the interven- 
ing agency of the A'ptirva ; it is for this reason that the words denoting 
actions are said to bring about the recognition of the A]purm, And thus 
the meaning of the 8utra might be this : Those ‘ Karma-^abdas * — words 
denotative of actions — ivliich are ‘ bhavartha,^— serve the purpose of ac- 
compUshing the Bhdvand — such as the roots ‘ yaji ' and the like — lead us to 
the cognition of the agency of the ApUrva, 

Ohjection : (1) In accordance with the rule above laid down in con- 

nection with the relationship of the Object and the Instrument, it would 
seem that the Bhavana could be signified by only such conjugational 
“ affixes as appear in connection with transitive Verbs ; that is to say, the 
factor of the olject being supplied only by such entities as are the most 
‘‘ desired (which is the definition of the Objective) ^ no intransitive verb 
“ could ever have anything to do with such an object. (2) Or, all the 
** Verbs would become transitive (if we admit the relationship of all verbs 
with such objects.) (3) Or, lastly, it must be admitted that there is 
no Bhavana signified in the case of intransitive verbs.’’ 

. This, however, does not effect our position ; because the objective of 
the denotation of the root, as found in the case of Transitive Verbs, is 
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sometliing entirely different from that which is referred to "by the denota- 
tion of the Afi&x, For instance, in the case of snoh transitive Verbs as 
^ odanampacatV ‘ cooks the rice/ ^ gramam gacchati/ * goes home/— the objec- 
tive of the root-pieaning is entirely different from that of the Bhdvan^^ 
Though it often happens thattlie objective of the root-meaning itself becomes 
also the objective of the Bhmandi ^' — the meaning of the semtemce being 
^ paMna odanam ‘ aeeomplishes the rice by means of eooking f — -yet 

it is often that the BJiHvana^ b,b accompanied by the root- meaning together 
with its own particular objective, has an independent objective of its own, — 
the meaning of the sentences in this case being — ^ odana^dhena grdmagama^ 
nena m svdrtham hliWoayMti^' ‘ one seeks to fulfil his desired end by means 
of the cooking of the rice, or by going to bis home.’ Thus then, the 
Objective of the Bhdvand is found to be recognised, after the root- meaning, 
only as something to be acquired (and to be acoemplished) ; and as such 
tliough it happens to be covered over by the meaning of another root (‘ Kmna,^ 
desiring), yet it is always recognised as the objective of the Bhavana; and 
tins peculiar relationship of the BJidmnU and its objective is, in many cases, 
mentioned by the word ^Kama ^ (to desire). For instance, even in the case 
of intransitive verbs — such as the verbs ‘ Asa^^ to sit, and ‘ Ci Ho lie down, — 
we have such sentences as ‘ sukhahdma dszta,^ ‘ one desiring comfort should 
8it down/ and ‘ Svasthyahdmo Cayztaf ‘ one desiring health should lie down.’’ 
And though these two roots are intransitive onCvS, yet there is always a 
factor of ‘ harotV ‘does,’ or ‘ accomplishes, ’signified by the particular Affix ; 
and it is of this ‘ IcarotV (transitive) that Gomfort, &e., are cognised to be 
the objective. And this ^ harotV being always traiisitive, even in the 
case of the conjugational affixes appearing in connection with Intransitive 
Verbs, there is always a certain co-extensiveness between the signification 
of the particular root and that of the word ‘ haroti; ’ as we actually find, 
the questions Kzrh-ha7‘otif ‘ what is he doing ? ’ — answered by ‘ dste^ 

‘ he is sitting,’ ‘ cUef ‘ he is lying down ; ’ and thus even in the case of 
these roots we find the Bhdvand having a definite objective (though the roots 
are intransitive). As a matter of fact, even in the case of the transitive 
verb ‘ yajif to sacrifice^ though the real object is the Deity to whom the sacri- 
fice is offered, yet the objective of the Bhdvand is something entirely 
different, in the shape of Offspring, Heaven^ Cattle, and the like. Thus 
then, in the ease of Transitive, as well as in that of Intransitive Verbs, we 
have such sentences as ‘ dsanena hhdvaydt suhhamf ‘ one should seek to 
accomplish his pleasure by sitting down, ’’ 

Question: “What then would *be the difference between Transitive 
and Intransitive Verbs.” 

Reply : In a case where the root-meaning is always directly concerned 
with a certain objective, the root is Transitive; whereas in a case where 
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the coniiecfcioiL witii an objective is only indirect, tlirougli tlie medium of 
the Bhavana, the root is Intransitive, For instance, in the case of the root 
to sit^ to lie dotvn, the objective is not always definitely cognised; and as 
such they are spoken of as Intransitive; whereas the roots to cook, &c. ; 
are always accompanied by an objective, which is directly connected with 
it, through the actions of Softening, &o. ; md eiB snob, these are spoken of 
Transitive, But this does not make any difference between the t\YO kinds 
of roots, when referring to a Bhavana, 

The BlidvanU then having its two factors — of the Objective and the 
Instrument — duly supplied, there arises a desire to learn thej?^:oce5s of tliis 
Instrumentality ; as without a certain process of action no real Instrumenta- 
iity is possible. And then, Sense-Perception, &c., not being found 
to be capable of helping the BhUvana in any way, a cognition of the 
Process depends entirely upon the Scripture; and as such for a due cogni- 
tion of this, we must take our stand upon Proximity, &c. (of the Yerbs 
occurring in the Scriptural Injunction) ; and when this is not possible, the 
Process is pointed out by some other means; — either (1) directly by scrip- 
tural Injunctions, or (2) indirectly by the particular Implications of the 
geneino Injunction, (3) or by the Apparent Inconsistency of an entirely 
transcendental help (required in the case). 

Thus, being duly equipped with all its three factors, the BhdvanSi be- 
comes capable of being accomplished; and as such it becomes the object 
of an Injunotion. And because the Bhdvand is enjoined, it is on account 
of the Apparent Inconsistency of this, that we have the Injunctions of 
sacrifice, &c., (as forming the factors of the said Bhdvand), And thus the 
Sutra becomes duly established. 


Says the Bhdshya : — There are certain Karmagahdas, &c And 
though the proper words to be cited as examples were ^ydga/ ^yajana,^ &c., 
yet the Bhashya has cited the words ‘ Cyena,^ &c., which are accomplished 
as such only through their co-extensiveness with the aforesaid words ; and 
the words * CyBna,^ &c., are easily recognisable as Karmagahdas, because of 
their denoting certain actions occurring after the Injunction of such instru- 
ments as those of the ‘ yuga,^ sacrifice, &c. ; and thus these are dependent 
upon something else, — it being absolutely impossible for an independent 
word to be spoken of as ‘ bMvagahda ’ (and as such there is nothing 
incongimous or tautological in the sentence ^ hJidvartlidh harmagahddh^). 
Specially as the * ydga,^ * sacrifice,’ &c., by themselves, are capable of being 
inferred to be ‘ hhcivdrtha* 

are certain ^ hJidvdrtlia * words that are not ^ KarmagaldasJ 
And in this connection the proper examples to cite were ‘ hhdvayet 
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himjMy ^0*1 BMshya cites the words ^hliuti,^ &c., which signify 

the action of that which is prompted ; and as' such they are not capable of 
being cited as instances of ^IMvartha,' as explained above. And though 
one of the words cited by the Bhashya could, by taking it in the causal 
sense, be spoken of as ‘ IhmMha^ yet the other two are not capable of such 
constructions ; though these latter also can have their denotation split up 
into two parts— one part being the action of the Prompter and another that 
of the Pi'ompted ; and with reference to the latter, they can be spoken 
of as * hluwdrtha ; ’ and it is for this reason that the Bbashya has cited 
them. Or, it may be that, in accordance with the interpretation in the 
following a, the purpose of the BJidvanB may be taken as' served by 
only a partial signification (only that of the action of being) ; and hence 
even though the words in question do not signify the whole of the BhdvanUy 
yet they can be spoken of as ^ hhdvdriliaJ 

Question: “Why should not these (^hJiamrtJia words*) be spoken 
of as Karmagabdas, when all verb-roots are called Karmagahdas ? ** 

Answer: An undefined generic action (that of being) hemg incapable 
of being performed, such words cannot be spoken oi Karmagahdas. 
And hence it is that it is only such verbal roots, as denote particular 
actions, that are recognised as Karmagabdas ; and hence the question does 
not alfeot our position. 

If the ^ CyMa* \Citra* (names of sacrifices) were diVec% 
related to the particular results (mentioned inthe sentence^ CyewS^^tM- 
paratz. yo/Sto,’ &c.), then the Sam/ice itself would not have any instru- 
mental agency*inthe accomplishment of the results ; and then the words 
^ Cyena/ &c., could not be taken as Names ; because it is only because of the 
co-ordination of the Instrumental Sacrifice with the words ‘ CyBnena, 
that these latter are taken as names; and th^n these words would have to 
be taken as laying down materials iov the sacrifices (which has been 
shown above to be absolutely untenable). It is for this reason that the 
Bhashya has said — - When we have the present Adhiharana, etc., etc.* (That 
is to say, when, according to the present AdhiJcarana, the Sacrifice is taken 
as the Instrument of the Bhavanlf, then tlie ^ Cyena* cannot but be taken 
as a mere Name of the sacrifice). 

It may be asked why the fjact; of the sacrifice being the Instrument 
of the Bhdvana was not ascertained on the previous occasion. But the 
reason was that the particular fact has mo connection with the subject- 
matter of the former Adhydya, which treats only of the means of knowing 
Bharma. Then there is the question— why should not the fact of ‘ Oyena ’ 
&c., being names of sacrifices have been left to be treated of on the present 
occasion ? Bat the reason of this is that this fact has no connection with the 
Marks of Difieretice (among Actions), which forms the subject-matter of 
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the present Ailhyaya. Therefore the treatment of the two facts must he 
accepted in their present order of sequence. 

Says the BMshya — ‘ Na caishUmarthinUy &c.* ; and this refers to the 
word mentioning the Result; i.e., the mention of the Result has no direct 
concern with the word ‘ Oitraya,^ 

Says the BMshya : — * VivibhaktiJeaMt and this may mean — (1) 
because of the disappearance of the Gonjugaiioual affix that signiiies the pecu- 
liar relationship ; or (2) because of the presence of the particular Declensional 
affix which signifies an accomplished entity. For these two reasons, the words 
* OitrU^ &c., that denote certain substances, can have no connection with the 
particular results mentioned ; as has been declared — ‘ The relationship 
of the means and the object always rests in the BhavanSi ; and hence the 
said relationship could never be accomplished without an affix denoting 
the BMmn^A 

Sutra (2): Objection:— “But JSHaw forms the meaning of 
all words.” 

We cannot admit of the fact of the Apurva being expressed by the 
Affix, or by the Root by itself directly ; and as for expressing it in- 
“ directly, this can be equally done by the Noun also. 

“ That is to say, if it were held that the Apurva can he expressible only 
**by that which denotes the Bhdvand, or by the root alone by itself, 
independently of the Affix, then, the theory that it is expressed by Nouns 
** would have been untenable. As a matter of fact, however, just as the 
“ root, expressed by the Affix is capable of denoting the instrumentality (of 
“the Apurva) i indirectly through the agency of the Bhdvandy so also is the 
“ Noun ; and as such there is no difference in the two theories.’’ 

Sutra (3) : Reply : Such words, on the utterance whereof 
the forms of the objects denoted are directly cognised, are Nouns ; 
and as such these do not stand in need of anything else, on account 
of their being self-sufficient in regard to their denotation. 

It has been already shown above that when the Apurva is expressed by 
any one factor of the sentence, all else becomes subsidiary to it ; and we 
are now going to show the difference in the very characters of the different 
words themselves. 

For instance, we cannot admit of a distinct Dharma being mani- 
fested with each word of a sentence ; because that would necessitate the 
admission of many transcendental agencies; and we have yet to show 
that the Nonn can have no direct relationship with the result of the 
sacrifice. That is to say, when the particular transcendental agency is held 
to be accomplished by any one word of ^lie sentence, all else is very rightly 
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talcen as accomplishing cenfcain visible resiiUs and tberebf becoming mib- 
sidiary to the former ; and this, theory appears to be the simplest nuder 
the cironmstances. If, howevei', for the sake of making the latter siibsi» 
diary to the former, we have got to assume other transcendental results to 
follow from these, then it would be very much simpler to hold all the 
■words to be equally related to the Result ; nor will this entail the trouhle 
of assuming diverse relationships in the sentence. 

Il^Tow then, if the Noun he held to he directly related to the Result, 
we would have to call, to the aid of the former, the signification of the 
Root. This signification of fche root, however, being self-sufficient, could 
not bring any visible help to the denotation of the Noun which is an 
accomplished entity ; nor does this latter stand in any need of such visihl© 
help; because the denotation of the noun is recognised as a fully 
accomplished entity, at the very time of its being uttered ; and because 
that of wbioh it is said to stand in need (m., the Sacrifice as signified 
by the Root) is yet to be accomplished. 

The word prayoya^’ in the SHtraf means that with regard to which 
the word is used, i.e., the object denoted by it ; and it is through this that 
there is a recognition of the accomplished form of the denotation of the 
word. 

The form of the Action is said to he perishable, only with a view to 
point to the fact of that form not having yet appeared; specially as even 
when the action has been accomplisbed, inasmuch as it is extremely 
transitory in its character, it always stands in need of repeated accom- 
plishments. 

Tehhyah pardhdhhshd*—ThiB maybe explained (1) as that these Nouns 
do not stand in need of anything else that would serve as their primary — 
in this case it being necessary to supply the words ^navidyaie;^ or (2) 
the need for anything else is far away from these. 

How ” ? The reply is — that is to say, because of these 

being accomplished entities; this has been added only with a view to 
show the real character of things ; which serves as a reason for the view 
held by the 

Sutra (4) : Such words, on whose utterance the objects 
denoted are not found to exist, are Verbs ; hence it is by means of 
these that the Apurva is cognised; because of the object being 
dependent. 

It is always the denotation of the root, as contained in the Verb, 
that is cognised as something to he accomplished ; and when this is held to 
be connected directly with the Result, the Noun must be taken as serving 
only a visible pui^pose. 
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Tliat is to say, from its very cliaracter, tlie denotation of the Root is 
cognised as something to he accomplished , which lattei" is distinctly specified 
by such roots as form parts of particular verbs. Hence when such a 
denotation of the Root is laid down as the means to a Distinct Result, in- 
asmuch as the former itself is something yet to he accomplished^ it stands 
in need of an Instrument; and what the Noun does is to lay down either 
the accessories of the sacrifice (denoted by the Root), or to appear only as 
the Name of a particular sacrifice ; or do both; and thereby it becomes 
subsidiary to the denotation of the Root. 

Ot/eciJion : If you hold it to appear as the Name, then, inasmuch 
as the word that appears as the Noun would also be something to be 
“ accomplished, this too would be equal in all respects to the denotation 
of the Root.” 

Reply : Not so : (1) Because if the Name be held to be directly con- 
nected with the Result, it would only be taken as an Accessory ; and as 
such an accomplished entity (and this would strike at its very character 
of the Name). And (2) because though the denotation of the root has 
the character of something to he accomplished^ yet when it happens to be 
expressed by a Noun, it is always cognised as an accomplished entity, ex- 
actly like any ordinary substance. 

That is to say, though the denotation of the Root is in the form of 
something to he accomplished, yet whenever it happens to he mentioned by 
a Nonn, it is always accompanied by distinct notions of Gender and Num- 
ber, and as such a fully accomplished entity. And it is a reoognised fact 
that the syntactical needs of words depend upon the particular verbal 
expression, and not upon the real state of things descxubed ; hence it 
must be admitted that such a need belongs to the Root, and not to the 
Noun. 

‘^Because of the object being dependent,^^ — this serves to point out the 
difference between the Noun and the Verb, as based upon the degrees of 
proximity to the words. In connection with the which has the 

character of a particular activity of the person concerned— this person 
requires a certain relationship of the denotation of the Root; and as there 
is no reason for setting aside this fact, there is no need of the mention of 
the Noun; and this is a sufficient ground of difference. 


I , , ADHIKAEANA (2). ' ■ 

' \The Bxistence of Apurm,’] 

\ The above discussion, as to the means of the comprehension of the * 

j ApUrva^ has presupposed the existence of the Ap^irva itself ; but inas- 

I much as its existence is not generally accepted, the next suira is introduced 

I with a view to establish the existence of the Apwrm. 

Sutra (5) ; There Js an Apurva ; because of the Injunction. 

Inasmuch as sacrifices have been laid- down for the purpose of certain 
definite results, to follow after the lapse of a long time, — such defeiTed 
fruition of the Action would not be possible, unless there was an inter- 
vening agency of the Apurva. That is to say, the Apparent Inconsis- 
tency of the relationship of sacrifices and such results as the attainment of 
Heaven, &c., laid down in the Veda, — ^points to the fact that the existence 
of the Apurva also is laid down in the Veda itself ; and as such it is quite, 
authoritative. 

Some people-— notably the author of the Vriti on the Sutras — thinking 
themselves to be exceptionally clever, seek to disprove the Apurva in the^ 
following manner. And this seiwes as the 

FtTEVAPAKSHA (1) of the Adhikaram. > * 

“ Being not amenable to either of the first five means of right no- 
tion, the niust be admitted to be amenable to the sixth — Hegation,^ 

That is to say, the -first, five means of right notion — Sense-perception 
** and the rest — servo the purpose of giving ideas of certain tilings; con- 
“ sequently an object which is not amenable to any of these, cannot but be 
accepted to be non-existent, being amenable to the sixth means of right 
^‘notion — legation. And, as a matter of fact, none of the former five 
“are found to be applicable to the Apurva y and hence, being totally foreign 
“ {A‘purva) to the means of right notion, it is a non-ontity, and as such tlie 
“name 'Apurva ^ is quite proper for it. 

63 ' 
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‘‘ (1) The Apurva is not cognised bj means of Sense-perception y 
valise not being of the nature of the objects of Sense,— €olom», 
cannot be cognised by means of the eye, &o. 

“ (2) Nor is it cognisable by means of Infereitce ; because it has never 
been found to be actually concomitant with any characteristic mark 
(that could serve as the naiddle term of the Inferential By llogism); as 
a matter of fact, no relationship— either general or particular— has ever 
been cognised, with regard to the Apurva ; and we have also- shown 
above that Inference is never able to prove the mere of objects. 

‘‘(3^) We do not know of any word or sentence denotative of the 
^^Apurva-, and hence it cannot be held to be an object of verbal oog- 
nition. And as for its cognition being baaed upon the Veda, this 
could be possible, only if ib were expressed by either a Word or a 
Sentence. And as a matter of fact, there is no word that is directly 

‘‘expressive of the Apurva, As for the word itself,, it only 

expresses the true state (non-existent) of any such thing ; and as 

^‘sueh denies its existence totally. And as a rule, words cannot apply to 

a thing not cognised by any other means of cognition ; as it has 
already been shown that the Word itself is not an independent means of 
notion. And as for the Sentence, it cannat serve as the means of cognir 
“sing the Apurm; for the simple reason that the sentence is totally 
incapable of expressing any such thing as Apurva ; because what is 
“ expressed by a sentence is either the identity or difference, or some 
“ sort of relationship between atiy two or more objects ; while as a 
‘‘matter of fact, there are no suoFi objects, of which the Apurva could' 
he either the identity or difference or any other relationship. Though 
“for the cognition of difference among objects, the BwiJret lays down 
“such means as Biffermt TTord^, <Sjc., JMrect Asaertimi^ 

“these also are applicable only to the differentiation or usage of such 
“obj;ects as have a natural existence of their own; and they cannoi 
“serve to point out the existeBce of anything; and as’ such they eannol 
“serve as the means of cognising the Apurva, And as for Indirect Im* 
“ plication (AHdega), this cannot apply to anything that has not been 
“ cognised by means of Direct Assertion. And further, the whole of the 
*‘Yeda treating of mere Injunctions and Prohibitions, it is never found! 
“ to poiirt out the existence of 0 bj.ects ; and hence there can be no scrip* 
“tural authority for the ApUrva, 

“ (4) That which has never been seen, and hence anything similar 
“ to which has never been seen, can never form the object of Analogy. In 
“ fact, being n!6ve?r perceived, the Apurva could be held to he analogous 
only to non-entitiesy like the hare's horns, which also are never per- 

^ceivedr ■■■■ *■. ' ' ■ • ' 
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(5) Even Apparent; Incoosistencj does not show that there aefctially 
is any such thing* as Apurva; hecanse the relationship of the Sacrifice 
and its Eesuit is capable of other explanations. 

That is to say, (a) as for the Apparent Inconsistency of something 
/'* aetiially seen, this can be shown to be as irrelevant here as in the case 
/‘of the proving of the existence of Dharma, That is, as a proof of the 
“ existence of Dharnva, people bring forward the fact of therebeingdis- 
“crepancies in the conditions of diferent people; but this discrepancy is 
“otherwise explicable, — being held to be due to the nature of the 
“ individuals concerned ; in the same manner, the relationship of the Sacri- 
■“ fice with its results being otherwise explicable, it cannot point to any 
such thing as the Apurva. (h) As for the Apparent Inconsistency of 
““ something that has been directly asserted, this applies only to such oases 
“ where the Inconsistency is perceptible. In the present case, however, 
we have to deal with something that is assumed; and certainly any 
“such thing cannot be said to be inconsistent with something else. For 
instance, when it is said that the material to be offered should be cut out by 
the jSfrwm, it is distinctly perceptible that such materials as Meat, Gahe 
“■and the like are incapable of being cut by it ^ and as the general dire c* 
tionis applicable to these latter also, the direction is interpreted as that it 
“ is only the cutting otit of liquids, or semi-liquids, that is to be done by the 
Srtwa, And this assumed interpretation is not inconsistent with anything 
■“ because it does not entail the rejection of something directly laid down and 
“ the assumption of something not so laid down. As for the Apurva, it 
■“ can never be conceived of as the means to a result ; and as such it can- 
^‘ not be urged that from among various means to the Result, all others 
“being inapplicable to the case in question, it is the ApiZrm alone that 
"“can be accepted as the means, by the Taw of PurigB^a (Alternatives). 

“ And further, if the mere fact of the inapplicability of other means 
were to serve as the sole ground for the application of the said Law of 
Alternatives, why cannot we assume the Horns of the Hare to be the 
“ means in question ? That is to say, the mere fact of the absence of any 
“ other cause, cannot justify the assumption of being the neces- 

^‘sary means; because the reason would be equally applicable to the 
““agency of the ‘hare’s horns ^ as well. 

“ And, further, if the Apurva be held to be something brought about 
“ by the Sacrifice, then that would mean a rejection of the Heaven, which 
“is the directly asserted objective of the Sacrifice, and the assumption 
“of a thing not so asserted. And secondly, if the Apurva he held to be 
“the means to the particular Result, that would mean the rejection of the 
“Sacrifice, which is the directly asserted means to the Result, and the 
“assumption of something not so dedlared* And there is no third 
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character that could be attributed to the Apurva. Consequently, otl 
“ the strength o£ the Scripture, it must be held that the Result follows 
directly fi’om. the Sacrifice. 

it be asked^ — how can the Sacrifice, being itself immediately 
“ destroyed, bring about the result ? — all that we have to say, in reply, 

“ is that, when such an efeotiveness is mentioned in the Scriptures, why 
“ should it bother your head ? For certainly, what is your authority for 
“ holding that the long-standing {ApUrva, left by the Sacrifice) brings 
“ about the Result ? If it be a law that it is only long-standing causes 
“ that can bring about any e:fiects, then why should it not be held that the 
“ Results are brought about by the Ahaga^ and such eternal things ? If it be 
urged that, ‘ we assume the Result to be brought about by the Apurm, 

“ simply because that alone is capable of a continuous existence other 
“than what is possible for that (Sacrifice) which is laid down as the 
“ ‘ means ’ — then, it would be far more reasonable to assume the Result 
“to folio vT from the &o. j but in this latter case, inasmuch as 

“ the existence of these is universally recognised, you would have to as- ■ 
“ sume only their agency in the bringing about of the Result j where- 
“as in the case of the Apurva^ you have got to assume everything, 

“ beginning from its very existence, without any authority whatever. 

“ If you mean to say that, * the Result must be brought about by 
“ some such agency as has some degree of permanence, and is connected 
with the Sacrifice (which cannot be said of Akaga, &o.)’, — even then, 
“ (1 ) it would be very much simpler to assume the Result to be brought 
“ about by the Soul of the Sacrificer, which is connected with the Sac- 
“ rifice, and is permanent. That is to say, the Sacrifice itself being tran- 
“ sitory, if the Result brought about by something connected with it 
“ can be spoken of as brought about by the Sacrifice, — then certainly 
“ it is very much simpler to assume that it; is brought about by the soul 
“ of the pei’son who has performed the Sacrifice. (2) Or, the destruction 
“ of the Sacrifice could bring about the Result (all Destruction being per- 
“ manent) ; and the assumption of this agency would not require any 
“ great effort on our part, inasmuch as it is correlative to the Sacrifice which 
“ is directly laid down in the Veda. That is to say, the Sacrifice itself 
“being transitory, what we have to admit is that the Action itself is' 
“destroyed; bub on account of the truthfulness of the Scripture, its 
“ Result is sure to follow at some other time. And it is a rule that that wliich 
“ leads to the cognition of something else is the means to this latter ; and 
“in the case in question, we find that it is Hlq destruction of the action 
“ that gives us an idea of the occurrence of the Result at some other 
“ time ; and hence this Destruction must be admitted to be the means to 
the Result.*, . r, ; 
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^‘Ifc maybe urged that a non-entity is never lield to be an efeotive 
agent. But in reply to tbis, we ask— where bave you come across tliat ’ 
efeotive agency of tbe ApUrva, that you accept it in tbe present case ? 
iuEd when it becomes absolutely necessary to renounce tbe ordinarily ' 

“ acknowledged character of the Means,— and we come to consider whether = 

“ we should assume the agency of the Apurva or that of Negation,— it ' 

‘‘ cannot but strike us that the assumption of the agency of Negation 
which is accomplished in itself, is far more reasonable than, and cannot 
“be rightly given up in favour of, that of the agency of the Apurvai 
which itself has got to be assumed. 

“ And further, if the words of the Yeda itself could express the fact 
“of the Eesult following at some other time, then alone could we, on the 
“ strength of that, assume the intervening agency of something else.' 

“ That is to say, the Tedic Injunction is found to serve the purpose of 
“ pointing out the relation between a certain Action and a Result ; and no 
“ mention is found therein of any other time ; and hence from the nature' 

“ of Actions in general, we would naturally assume the result of the Ac- 
“ tion enjoined to follow immediately after it ; why then should we, in 
“ the first place, assume the result to occur at some other time, and then,' 

“ secondly, assume the intervening agency of the Apurva? 

Here it may be urged that—* at the time that the Action is per-. . 
“ formed, the Result is not found to appear immediately after it ; and 'Vvi 
“ are forced to the oonclnsion that the Result must follow at some other 
“ time, and that the Apurva is the agent that intervenes between the perfor- 
“ mauce of the Action and the appearance of the Result.’ 

“But this is not correct; it is onij after he has ascertained the pure^ 
“ meaning of. of the Scriptural Injunction that a person engages in the per- 
“ formance of the Action enjoined ; and after the Action has been performed,’ 
“he does not trouble himself with the meaning of the said Injunction. 

“ That is to say, none that is ignorant of Yedio Injunctions is entitled to 
“the performance of any Sacrifice ; and hence prior to the performance 
“o£ the Sacrifice, it is absolutely necessary for the performer to- have 
“a full comprehension of all that is implied in the Injunctions, And 
“as a matter of fact, at the time of this comprehension, there is not 
“ the least idea of the fact of the Result o£ the Action not appearing at 
“ the time of its performance. And that which, at the time of the com- 
“ prehension of the Scriptural Injunction, has not been cognised as con- 
“ taiaed in the Injunction — how can it foe possible that it is always cog- 
“ nised subsequently ? 

“ Then again, inasmuch in the case of all men, we find the Result 
“not appearing immediately after the Action— we can attribute this fact 
“ to some deficiency in the performer himself ; and as such there is no 
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Inconsistency in tlie non-appearance of tlie Hesult, that could justify 
^Hhe assnniption of the Apiirva, That is to say, we actually find a certain 
^^ deficiency (in the performer or in the performance of the Action), which 
** supplies the necessary explanation of the fact of the Besult not appearing 
immediately after the Action is performed ; and hence there can he no 
ground for assuming an Apurva, for the sake of the appearance of the 
Hesult at some other time. Because the authority of Apparent Inconsis- 
^‘tency being equally applicable to both assumptions, it is more reason- 
'^‘ahle by far to assume some such deficiency, even when any such be not 
perceptible, than to assume an altogether unprecedented agency of the 



Nor can the ApUrva be assumed with a view to the appearance of ’ 
Eesults during future lives. Because Heaven and Hell consisting of only 
Pleasure and Pain, respectively, these two are actually experienced by the 
person during this very life, immediately after the performance of action s- 
That is to say, there are no Heaven and. Hell either in the shape ex- 
‘Hremes of Pleasure and Pain, or in the shape of certain well-defined’ 

** localities,— so that these could not be experienced during the present life 
** specially as if these were transcendental, we could not have any longing for 
‘*or aversion to them ; and as for the ordinary pleasures and pains, these 
appear immediately after the performance of the Action ; and so there is 
ho difference in the case of such results, that could justify an assumption 
of the ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

“ Further, in the case of Prohibitions, the declaration of the Scripture 
** is not found to bring about B,n Apurva ; and hence any ApIZrt’a proceeding 
from an infringement of the Prohibitions could not have the authority 
^‘of the Scriptures. That is to say, in the case of the sentence— ‘ the' 
Brahmana should not be killed,’ what is declared by the Scripture is* 

“ that one should desist from such killing ; and such desisting cannot bring 
about any result at any other time ; and as such this does not stand in 
“ need of the assumption of an Apurva. Of the killing of the Brahmana, 
‘‘however, the result is the fall into Hell ; and if this Result could he 
“ made the ground for assuming an Apurva to he produced by such hilling^ 
“inasmuch as the hilling is not enjoined in the Yeda, the Apurvaln ques- 
“ tion would be brought about by an ordinary (non-Yedic) action ; and as 
“such it could not be said to rest upon the authority of the Yeda. And 
“ even if such an Apurva were assumed, being itself without any action, 

“ it could nob he capable of carrying the body of the person to any other 
“ place, at some other time ; and thus too it would be absolutely useless. 

“ Nor is it possible for the Apurva to have any substratum ; because 
“ the,^ substratum of the action itself is the sacrificial Cake, and such other" 
“ things, appertaining to the sacrifice j and all these are destroyed with 
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^ ^ th e Action ; and no tiling apart from such substrata of the Action could 
serve as the substratum of the connected ApUrva. 

“ The same arguments apply also to the rejection of the Snhsidiar'g 
ApUrms. And further, if the Subsidiary A pfZryui' be held to lead to the 
“ Principal Apurva at a distance, then the subsidiaries nob being directly 
“ related to the Principal Action, they could not serve any useful purpose^ 

“ That is to say, even if we assume a subsidiary Apurvay this could not be 
“ of any use, unless related to tbe Principal Action. Kor is it possible for 
“ it to fall in with either the Principal Action itself or it& Apurua, because 
“ of the immaterial character of tliese. 

“ As for the particular result that is said to accrue to the substance — - 
“ Corn, for instance— through its being washed j — even this ends with 
“ that result ; and as such not moving any further, it could not in any 
“ way help the Principal Apnrpa in bringing about the main Result of the 
“Principal Action. 

“If the Subsidiary Apurvas were held to inhere in the soul of the 
“ sacrifioer, then, in that case they would become included in a purpose 
“ desired by the agent; and as such it would lose its character of being 
“ subsidiary to the Action. 

“ And further, inasmuch as all subsidiary actions are mentioned 
“ simultaneously by a single sentence, all the subsidiary .djpwrvus would ac- 
“ cord their help simultaneously ; but no such simultaneous action is pos- 
“ sible unless they are related to one another ; as a matter of fact, however, 

“ there is no ground for any such relationship. The same arguments apply 
“ to tbe simultaneous action of the Principal Apurvas towards the comple- 
tiou of the Result. Therefore we conclude that on account of the mere 
“ fact of its being performed, the Principal Action produces the Result in 
“the Man, and the subsidiary Actions bring about their results in the 
“ Principal Action. 

“ Ror again is it possible for ihe Apnrpa to be either produced or mam^ 
fested, 

“ Because it could not be produced ell at once, by a number- of actions 
“ that appear one after tbe otlier ; and being devoid of constituent parts 
“it could not be believed to be produced in any sequential order. And 
“ hence it can never be sutid to he produced. 

“ IlTor can it be manifested ; because a manifestation is possible only 
“ through some sort of an e:ffiect produced upon the sense-organs, or the 
“ objects of sense, or both of these ; whereas we do not find any such effect 
“ to be produced by Sacrifice, &c;. That is to say, all manifestations are 
“ brought about by means of the effect produced upon one of the afore- 

said three (the sense, the object, or both) ; and hence in tbe case in 
“ question, it becomes necessary to assume another .such effect {SansMra}^ 
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“ Then again, for the sake of this last, we have to assiime anothei’ Sans- 
‘‘ Mm ; and hence this theory cannot he said to have any anti jority. If the 
Apurva were perceived after the. performance of the Action, then we 
could speak of its being manifested {hecauBe it is only that which exists 
“ that can be manifested), — and that too, if there were some authoritative 
means of coguising its existence. As a matter of fact, however, none of 
these two contingencies exist. Consequently, we conclude that there is 
no such thing as ApUrva, and that the present Sutra does not treat of 
“any such thing; hence the said intei'pretation of the cannot be 

“ accepted as correct.’* 


To all this, we make the following reply : 

sibdhinta. 

The peculiar kind of ApUrva that you have reared up in your own 
imagination, to have a tangible body, is nothing to ns, and as such a refu- 
tation of that need not trouble us at all. For the simple reason that the 
ApUrva that we hold is not what yon have refuted, but we mean by it a 
certain capahility in the Principal Action or in the Agent, which did not 
-exist prior to the performance of the action, and which is duly based upon 
the authority of the Scriptures* Before the Principal or the Subsidi- 
ary actions are performed, men are incapable of reaching Heaven, and 
the Principal Sacrifices are incapable of bringing about their results. 
And it must be admitted that both these incapabilities — one in the agent 
and another in the Principal Action — are set aside by the duly performed 
Principal and Subsidiary sacrifices, which then produce a certain capability 
in them. Because unless the said capability be produced the Actions remain 
as good as unperformed. And it is this capability, in the Agent or in the 
Principal Sacrifice, that is called, in onr philosophy, the ‘ ApUrva,^ 

You have urged that the Apurva is not cognisable by any of the re- 
cognised means of right notion, Sense- perception and the rest. This is 
true ; inasmuch as the only means of cognising the Apiirva is the Apparent 
Inconsisteney of something mentioned in the Yeda; and hence your 
argument does not quite affect our position. Specially because we also 
hold only such Apparent Inconsistency to be the means of knowing the 
Apurva ; and inasmuch as this Apparent Inconsistency forms a part of 
Verbal Testimony, onr sole authority for the Apurva is the Scripture itself. 

That is to say, there are certain Vedic passages which declare that 
attainment of Heaven proceeds from ihe sacrifice, and that the subsidiary 
sacrifices, the Prayaja and the rest, impart a help to the Principal Sacrifice ; 
and on account of such passages it must be admitted that these actions, 
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wlietlier destroyed or not, have a certain potency for bringing about the 
results mentioned in the said passages; specially as no effects can be 
produced by an entity that is devoid of all potency. 

^ we must admit the said potency to belong to the 

Sacrifices, after they have been performed. Because all actions being 
transitory, it is not possible for even a single action to exert a simultaneous 
infiuence upon the Result; how then can this be possible in the case of 
many actions ? That is to say, when the action is taken in hand, inasmuch 
as it is made up of many momentary parts, it is incapable of applying al 
at once to any Result, and this becomes all the more impossible when the 
Actions — such as the Barga-Furnamasay etc. — are made up of many supple- 
mentary Actions. For instance, at the time that the Barga is performed, 
there is no Pnrnamasa; and by the time that the Ficrnamasa is performed, 
the Barga has long ceased to exist; and so also in the case of a single 
sacrifice, at the time that the Agneya is perfoi^med, the Agntslioimya ^hTidi 
Upa'hgii sacrifices do not exist ; and when anyone of these exist, the 
other two do not; and thus no simultaneity is possible. Consequently if 
ilcLQ Barga^FUrnamasay or any part of it, were to be destroyed, without- 
leaving behind any capability in the Agent, then they would be in the 
same position as that which they had before their performance; and as 
such any subsequent action not having any concomitance, either directly 
or through some potency left behind, with the foregoing actions, such 
performance of the latter Principal Action would in no way differ from 
this same Action, when performed alone by itself, without the foregoing 
subsidiaries (as at the time of the bringing about of the final result it 
would have, in both cases, to depend solely upon itself) ; and hence there 
would not appear the Result, which is laid down as following from the 
Principal Action as accompanied by the Subsidiary Actions ; because 
neither the Barga by itself, nor any other Action, has been laid down as the 
means of that Result. 

Even those who declare that the Result must always follow imme- 
diately after the Action, will have to admit that the Result should: 
appear at the end of all the Actions concerned ; and consequently, accord- 
ing to them, Action performed last being the immediate precursor 
of the Result would be the only means to the Result, all the others having 
been long destroyed. If however all the Action^ leave behind them certain 
capabilities, called then there being no use of the actual presence 

of the Actions themselves, even when their physical forms have ceased to 
exist, the functioning of the Result would have a simultaneity based upon 
such capabilities; specially as it is only such simultaneity that is found to 
be the basis of all usage. For instance, all objects are found to act their 
parts, in all ordinary usage, only by means of their capabilities ; and hence- 
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tlie usage can be accomplisbed by means of tlie capabilities, even if tbe* 
physical form of the action exist at some other time and place. Even in 
the case of ordinary actions of the world, when the Eesnlts of such actions 
are found to appear at some other time, the said capability must exist ; but 
this capability is not called ^ A purvaJ That is to say, even in the ordinary 
world there are many such Actions as, Farming, Eating butter, and Study 

the Results of which are found to appear at some future time ; and 
inasmuch as these actions themselves cannot continue to exist till the 
appearance of the result, we must admit the Result to be brought iabout 
by certain potencies left behind them, which continue to exist all along. 
But iuasmuoh as these actions do not appertain to the Veda, these capabi- 
lities are not called ‘ 

Thus then, before the action is performed, at the very time that the 
Vedio Injunction of the Action has been heard, we at once recognise the 
Result therein mentioned to be capable of being brought about by the* 
due performance of many Subsidiary and Principal Actions ; and having a 
firm faith in the veracity of the Veda, we at once come to the conclusion that 
all the various Subsidiary and Principal Actions must continue to have 
some sort of an existence, up to the time of the actual appearance of the 
Result; and inasmuch as we find the physical forms of these actions to 
be destroyed as soon as they ax*e - performed, we conclude that they can 
have no existence, except in the shape of some sort of a capability left 
behind, 

‘ It has been urged that the assumption of the ApUrm entails the rejec- 
tion of that which is directly mentioned in the Veda, and the assumption of 
something not so: mentioned. But such is not the case ; because as a matter 
of fact, (1) either the Result may be said to be brought about by the Sacri- 
fice itself, through the said Capability, or (2) the Result itself may be said 
to have been produced, immediately after tbe action, in the shape of a cer- 
tain subtile potency. 

(1) If the Result were brought about by something totally uncon- 
nected with the Sacrifice, then the said objection would apply to ns. As 
a matter of fact, however, that which is brought about by the potency left 
behind in the Agent by the Sacrifice, is brought about by the Sacrifice 
itself ; specially as all Causes in the world, in the bringing about of their 
particular results, stand in need of certain intermediate actions. (2) Or 
convei’sely, all effects, in the shape of the Curd, &c., when appearing from 
their causes, as Milk, &o., do not all at once appear in the thickened form 
(of tbe curd) ; in fact, in. ths interval (between the milk and the fully- 
developed curd) tlie milk undergoes, at every step, various subtile modifi- 
cations. ^In the same manner, a result, like Heaven, undergoes several 
intervening modifications, .in shape of the ApUrva^ which is in the- 
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sliape of a spwi (that woald blossom forth into the fully- developed 
Heaven), And hence, in the appearance of this spront-like the 

Heaven itself becomes produced; and in this case, all the time that inter- 
venes between the determination to perform the sacrifice and the experi- 
encing of the last iota of the Eiesiilt, is counted as the Present, It has also 
been declared elsewhere: ‘ When one says one should cook the food by 
means of fuel, the action of is understood ; and as soon as the 

sprout has sprung up, it is taken for granted that the tree has grown.’ 

It has been urged above that before the Action has been actually 
performed, there can be no idea of any such thing as the Apurva. But 
this is not true ; because all Means, either Vedic or of the ordinary world, 
are known to be transitory ; and then unless there is some idea of the 
permanence of some sort of a potency left behind by the Means, how could 
such a Means be enjoined in the Veda? That is to say, unless we actually 
recognise the fact that the potency left behind by the Means, which itself is 
past and gone, subsists till the final accomplishment of the Result, — there 
is no possibility of a tratisitory Action being enjoined ; and hence it is 
proved that the idea of the possibility of such a potency exists before the 
Action is performed. 

Her can the Result be said to be brought about by the souls of the 
persons that have performed the sacrifice ; because, in accordance with your 
theory, there is no difference made in the soul, either by the performance 
or the non-performance of the sacrifice. If the sacrifice were to dis- 
appear without leaving any trace behind, then, being as good as not per- 
formed, what would be the difference between the soul of the person that 
has performed the sacrifice and that of one who has not performed it? 
Because the character of the soul exists equally in both ; and the character 
of the sacrifice too belongs equally to that which is performed and has 
disappeared, and to that which is not performed. And as for the character 
of the performer (of the sacrifice)^ it does not persist in the soul of the 
person who is at some other time devoid of the action, and occupies an 
altogether different position. Hor can it be urged that the potency of the 
Performer subsists ; because the sacrifice being performed even before the 
appearance of this potency (which appears only after the action has been 
performed), it cannot be said to be any such cause of the Action as func- 
tions by its very presence. And further, if the Man (his soul) were the 
means of the Result, — then the means of all Results, pleasant and as well as 
unpleasant, being one and the same, all the Results would always be of one 
and the same kind. And again, the character oi having performed sacriftces^ 
would inhere equally in one who has performed many sacrifices and one 
who has performed only one; and then there would be no difference in the 
xesults accruing to these two persons. And this argument would stHke? 
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against all tliose that perform many sacrifices ; specially because the verb 
not signifying the performing agent, how could it be cognised that such 
and such a person has the character of having performed sacrifices. 

For one who accepts the production of there is a distinct 

for each action performed, and as such there would be no incongruity in 
the multiplicity and multifariousness of Results . 

^ And further, among the subsidiaries also, if the soul of the performer 
aloue were the sole means to the end, then inasmuch as the traces left by 
the subsidiaries, as performed along with one Principal Sacrifice, would 
subsist in the soul of the performer at all times, there would be no per- 
formance of the same subsidiaries, along with another sacrifice (in which 
two they are laid down as to he performed separately). That is to say, 
tbccording to your theory, all the subsidiary sacrifices, the Frayaja and the 
rest, being transient, there conld be no proximity of the Result with the 
physical forms of these, and consequently, the help that the subsidiaries 
would accord to the Principal, must be done by the Performer; and this 
help of the Principal too, in the absence of an Ayurva, must accord its help 
to the soul of the Performer himself; thus then, one who has performed the 
subsidiary Praycijay &o., in connection with the Principal Sacrifice, would 
remain ever-endued with the aid accorded by these subsidiaries; and 
hence — without performing these along with another sacrifice, which is 
laid down as to be performed exactly in the same way as the former Prin- 
cipal Sacrifice, — he would attain its Result all the same ; and so there 
could be no performance over again of these subsidiaries ; and in that case 
there conld be no room for such injunctions as that — ‘ during the Prayajas 
one should ofer the krshnala (a material laid down as the substitute of 
the ordinary materials offered at the sacrifice in connection with one Prin- 
cipal Sacrifice). It might be urged that — “ the times of the performance 
of the two sets of sacrifices being different, the one performance of the 
subsidiaries could not obviate the necessity of performing them over 
again.? But the reply to this will be given under the Sutra ‘ Arihasyavi’^ 
Jcrtatvat ^ where it will be shown that the aid accorded by the performance 
of the subsidiaries being held to be in the shape of the soul of the Per- 
former, this aid would remain exactly the same, whether the object aided 
be near at hand or at a distance; and that thus it would make no differ- 
ence, even if the Principal Sacrifice to be performed were not quite proxi- 
mate to the subsidiaries. 

The above objections apply also to the theory that the Result pro- 
ceeds from the Destruction of the Action. Because one who holds the 
Result to follow from such Destruction could have no difference among the 
Destructions of good and evil actions, or between those of one or many 
Jiiotions, or among various kinds of negation itself — viz . : Prior legation, 
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Posterior I^egatioDj &c. ; ‘because all of these equally non-entities ; 
as sucli there could be no diversity or multifariousness of results, Por 
install ce, one who has been cured of one disease, as well as one who has 
been cured of many, — in the case of both of these men, the fact oi I eing 
tUfed iB just the same. 

If the Destruction of each particular action be held to be distinct, then 
it becomes an entity; and as we know of no such entity, it is only the 
entity in the shape of the Apurva that would be called by the name of 
^Destruction.’ 

And further, the Results are not mentioned as following from the 
Destruction of Actions ; and specially as this Destruction is nothing more 
than the contradictory of the sacrifice, a result that would follow from it 
could not be said to follow from the sacrifice. That is to say, all that the 
Veda says is tliat — ‘one desiring Heaven should perform sacrifices,^ and not 
that he should procure a ^legation of sacrifices* And hence, the sentence 
being actually found to rest upon the causal relationship between two 
entities, if one were to assume it to deal with such relationship between 
non-entities, he would be striking at the very authority of the Veda itself. 
Because that which proceeds from the Destruction of the Action cannot be 
said to be (causally) connected with the Action itself ; because of the tw;o 
(Action and its Destruction) being contradictory to one another ; for 
instance, the burning caused by the heat of fire cannot be said to be con- 
nected with cold. Or, it may be that, just as when the Result is laid down 
as following /rom the sacrifice, you assumed it to follow /rom its destruction, 
so in the same manner though the result laid down is Heaven, yet it may be 
assumed to be the Negation of Heaven I It may be urged that the said 
objection applies equally to the AjpSrm theory also. But then, it is not 
so ; because it is only a brought about by the Action, and as such, 

it is not quite different from it. As we have already shown that that 
which is brought fibout by the Apwrm is brought about by the sacrifice 
itself, and that in the production of the Apurva, the result itself is 
produced. 

Even in ordinary experience we never find any negation to have a 
causal action; even if any such may be shown, there too, we can always 
attribute the effect to some other entity. In the case in question, however, 
we perceive no other active entity save the Apurva, 

It has been urged above that in ordinary experience the Apurva too 
has never been perceived to have a causal action. But this is not correct ; 
because in all cases we find the causal efficiency belongingto some sort of a 
Potency or Capability in general ; and the Apwrm is nothing more than a 
particular sort of Potency* 

Another argument that has been brought forward is that — “ the 
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Injaactiott does not speak of any Res ulfc following afc any other time ; and 
the only theory that is in keeping with the scriptaral lnj unction is that the 
Result follows immediately after the action has been performed ; and 
hence it is only such immediate sequence of the result that can be said to 
be enjoined ; but in refutation of this we ha^e already bi'ought forward 
the fact that the Actions being many and all transitory, no immediate 
sequence to the Action is ever possible. 

As for Heaven and Hell also, these represe nt the very extremest degrees 
of Pleasure and Pain respectively; and as such are capable of being 
experienced only at some other place and time, and could never be 
experienced immediately after the performance of actions, —as we shall 
show in the beginning of the Sixth Adhyaja. 

Even such ordinary worldly results— as children, &c.— having the 
nature of appearing gradually, do not appear immediately after the per^ 
formance of the action; and people do not ever think of obtaining the 
Result immediately after the action. As for such results as the acquisition of 
landed property in a village, such acquisition by itself does not constitute 
all the Result, which lies chiefly in the use to which the property is 
brought ; and this takes some time, aiid could not be fnlfilled without 
eertaiu inteiwening causes. Inasmuch as such objects as landed pro- 
perty, &c., have their full fruition in the use to which they are brought, 
which requires a certain amount of time, such fruition would be impossible 
immediately after the Action ; hence in the course of this time, whenever 
the activity of the cause would cease, the Result would be finished and 
done with all at once ; consequently it is absolutely necessary that there 
should be some sort of a causal agency subsisting till the accomplishment of 
the last iota of the Result. 

And this fact being duly ascertained before the performance of the 
Action, it caimot be rightly urged that the Apparent Inconsistency of the 
fruition of the Result would be equally explicable on the ground of certain 
deficiencies in the character of the Performer, detected after the per- 
formance of the sacrifice has been found to be not immediately followed by 
the Result. 

It has been urged that there is no scriptural ApUrva in the case of Pro- 
hibitions. But just as in the case a Scriptural Injunction, an Apurva fol- 
lows from the Act enjoined, so, in the same manner, in the case of Prohi- 
bitions, an Apurva must follow from that which is prohibited. That is to 
say, just as it is only certain ordinary objects of the world — such as 
. certain materials, &c. — that becoming Vedic, after the particular Injunc- 
tion of the Yeda has been laid down which connects them with a definite 
result, are found to bring about certain transcendental Apurvae^ only 
ramenable to th& s Yeda ;-rrinr the same manner, though such prohibited 
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actions as tlie kiiling of a Brahma^ia, are not ordinarily recognised as 
leading to a fall into Hell, yet when the particular prohibition (of such. 
MlHng) has been met with, it naturally leads to the assumption of its 
bringing about ah A^pUrm capable of leading the person into Hell ; and 
this too is as Vedio in its character as the former Apfirvas. 

: ' : though the ApUrva is devoid of any such apparent actions as 

motion and the like, yet by a mere connection with the performer, it 
becornes capable of siicb actions as leading him toother places, &c. ; and 
as such the absence of any apparent activity cannot be ui*ged against it 
wnth any effect. And it is the soul of the performer himself that serves 
as the substrate of the ; hence the said action also rests in this 

soul itself; as we have already shown, under the chapter on SSoul,^ that 
of all Actions the active agent is the Soul. That is to say, it has been 
shown tbat of all such actions as the cutting out of the Cake, and offering 
it, it is the Soul that is the active agent, through its specific action 
of detennination^ &c. And thus we conclude that as the said actions go 
on disappearing, one after the other, they leave behind them, in the Soul 
certain capable of bringing about the experience Heaven, &c. 

■ It may be asked* — ^^IHow can tbe potency of that which has been 
destroyed subsist?’ But to this we make the following reply: If the 
potencies of actions were held to lie within themselves, then on the destruc- 
tion of these, they could not subsist ; but when they inhere in the soul of 
the performer, there is no reason why they should not subsist. 

Question : ‘‘ But how can the potency of one thing inhere in 

another?” 

Answer : (1) There is no absolute difference between the Action and 
the Soul of the Performer, (2) And as a matter of fact, when looking 
for a potency, inasmuch as its assumption rests upon its effects, we must 
always accept it to lie in a substrate where it might be of the greatest 
use, — be this substrate the Action itself or something else. That is to say, 
when we find that a destruction of the Action makes entirely useless any 
potency that inheres in that Actinn, — and that it is absolutely necessary 
to postulate such a potency ^ — then, just as its peculiar form, so its 
substrate too, must be assumed to be such as would make it of the 
greatest use. 

And thus it is that the subsidiary ApUrvas, resting iu the Soul, 
.become related to the Principal Apurvas^ through the fact of both of them 
inhering in the same Soul; and hence, when proceeding to help (in the 
accomplishment of the Result), they do it from a distance, on account of 
there being left no place in the substrate (by the Principal Apurms) for any 
direct functioning (of the subsidiary 

It has been urged above thai, if the inhere in the Soul, then it 
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Taecomes only an end in itself desirable by men. But ibis does not affect our 
position; because one thing becomes subservient to another, only when its 
sole use lies in the serving of some purpose of this latter, and not merely 
when it rests in this ; for instance, though the Red Dye is carried by the 
camel (and as such rests upon its back), yet it serves the pnrposes of the 
king (for whom it is carried). bTor can it be urged that there can be no 
relationship of the container and the contained in the case of an immaterial 
thing (like the Apnrva). Because such relationship is as feasible as the 
presence of Pleasure, in the Soul (which is immaterial). 

As for the effects produced in the corns by the action of wasliing,. &c., 
this subsists till the action of the cutting of the cake into two parts ex- 
tend over the whole series of such actions as the setting aside up of the 
several conditions of the corn — as the Rice, &c. ; and inasmuch as the 
Principal Action also inheres, to a certain degree, in the corn, the afore- 
said effect I'ests aside, only after it has helped in the accomplishment 
of the Principal A'pnrva. And it is for these reasons that, like the actions 
that help from a distance, the actions of washing, &c., are not accepted as 
helping in the fulfilment of the Principal Action, as a whole. 

And just as the connection between the Subsidiary and the Principal 
Apurvas rests upon the fact of their inhering in the same Soul, so also the- 
same may be said with regard to the connection among the subsidiary 
ApUrms themselves on the one hand, and among the Principal Apurvas 
on the other. And thus it is that the simultaneous activity of all these 
becomes possible. 

Question : “ How is it that the Principal Apurvas, appearing as 

“they do one after another, are helped all at once, by the subsidiary 
“ Apw'vas, which also appear one after the other, some before and some 
“ after the Principal ” 

To this some people make the following reply: The Principal 
Action lying among the Subsidiaries, brings about its Apni^va, by means 
of the Apurvas left by the subsidiaries gone before it, as also by those 
coming after it, — these latter also having been already moved into 
activity, by the force of the fixed procedure of the Action as a whole. But 
being, like the AtUhya and the FarM offerings, common to many, the said 
, subsidiary Apurvas do not become fully utilised in helping in the fulfil- 
‘ ment of a single Principal Jpwrm. 

Question ; “ But bow can any help be given by those Apurvas that 

are themselves yet to come ? 

‘ Reply : This help is presupposed on account of the relationship being 
known to be absolutely certain ; just as when the action of eating is close 
at hand, the cups, &c., are washed beforehand, 
i .c Question ; , ‘‘ If it be ^^ph that while the subsidiary Apurvas are yet 
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‘‘ to come, the Principal Ajjurvds are aeomplished, then in that case, there 
‘‘would .he no need o£ actnally performing the subsidiary sacxdtiGds (as 
“ their purposes will have been fulfilled prior to their performance)-” 

Beply : But wherefore should they not be performed, when the' 
matter is such that though the Principal is accomplished by the- 

prospective help of the A pur v as of the subsidiary Actions to be performed i 
yet it does not bear its final fruit, until these actions have been actually 
performed ? 

OthervS, however, offer the following reply to the above question : 
Each subsidiary Action brings about its own 4pa2rz;a independently of all 
other subsidiaries ; similarly the Principal Action also— /.z., the Agneya-— 
brings about its own peculiar Apurva, by the mere help of certain old- 
standing ApUrvas, inhering in the soul of the performer, independently of 
the Aptirvas of all its own subsidiaries — which it has not yet beto 
equipped with,— and independently also of any other Principal Action, 
which has not yet appeared. Thus, then, in the case of the Darga-Purna-> 
masa sacrifice, taken as a whole, when the Apurvas of the jDarqa together 
with all its subsidiary Apurvas have been accomplished, then what tliC 
ApUrvas of all the subsidiaries (of the Barga-PUrnamdsa) do is to bring 
all at once to the Principal Sacrifice, a help, in the shape of an Apurva, 
which appertains equally to all the correlated Subsidiaries and Principals, 
and which is assumed on the strength of the Injunctive passage implying 
such simultaneity, specially as after the final feeding of the Brahmanas 
in connection with the Barga has been finished, the very same actions are 
not laid down as to be performed over again. And then through that the 
various Principal ApUrvas also joining together bring about another 
Apnrva, in the shape of the capability of bringing about a single joint 
Result, — and thereby become fully accomplished. And this joint Apurva 
continues unmolested till the last iota of the final Result has been 
attained. 

Question: “ When as a matter of fact the Result is found to appear 
“ at the proper time, without any impediments, then, is it absolutely 
‘‘ necessary to assume an Apurva ? 

Beply : Certainly ; because it has been shown above that without an 
Apurva the fruition of the complete Result is not possible. 

Question: “ How is it that each subsidiary A.jpz4rz;a does not, by 
“ itself, help in the Principal Apurva^ and each of the Principal Apurvas^ 
“ does not, independently by itself, fructify into the final Result ? ” 

Beply: True; hut this does not affect our position ; because in the- 
case in question all that Apparent Inconsistency justifies is the assump- 
tion of a single Apwrra ; and then for the fulfilment of tins we 

can postulate a number of other ApU7'ms. That is to say, inasmuch as.; 
65 
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^it-h regard to tlie main Result all the Principal Actions are men tioned 
aimnltaneously, and so are also the Subsidiary Actions with regard to the 
Principal ones,— all the necessary requirements of the said relationships 
being fulfilled by the assumption of a single Apurm^ we conclude that 
there is no authority for assuming any other Apurva. And then it is that 
finding that it is impossible for this ApUrva to be brought about, all at 
once, by means of a number of actions that are performed one after tbe 
other, we come to assume the existence of an JpUrva for each of these 
Actions. And ifc is a rule, in all cases, that a large number of unseen 
agencies may always be assumed, when all of them are justified by some 
authority ; while even the hundredth part of an unseen agency should not 
be assumed, if there is no authority for it. 

Here, some people urge the following objection : “ If the subsidiary 

brought forth on the day of the Pmirnmiasi subsist till the day 
of the Amamsya^ then all the purposes of the person being fulfilled on 
“ both occasions, he would not perform tbe subsidiary sacrifices over- 
“ again (for the Darga) ; and in that case he would dii’ectly infringe 
‘Hhe Vedic declaration that there B>ve thirteen libations at the JDarga 
“ sacrifice.” 

To this, some people make the following reply : There would always 
be a repetition of the subsidiaries ; because the Darpa and the Paurnamasa 
sacrifices, each with all its &c&es8ories, being performed at difierent times, 
the admixture of these two should necessarily be helped by all the subsi- 
diaries performed twice over. Or, we can offer the following explana- 
tion ; The Instrumental case-ending in the word ‘ darqapanrnamasahhyam * 
distinctly sgnifies the fact that it is only when the Faurnamdsi is 
equipped with all its subsidiaries that it can, with the help of the fully- 
equipped Parga, accomplish its purpose ; and consequently, in accordance 
with the aforesaid reasoning, we conclude that the three Principal Apurvas 
of the Paurnamdsi, aided by its subsidiary Apurvas, brings forth one 
Apurva and ends there ; while the one Apurva thus brought about, pre- 
ceded by such another Apurva of the Parga, brings forth another final 
Apurva. Thus then, the subsidiaries performed iu connection with the 
Patirnamast having disappeared (after having helped in the bringing 
about of tbe Apurva proper of the Paurnamdsi), there can be no reason for 
neglecting the performance of those subsidiaxfies iu connection with the 
Parga. And thus there is nothing objectionable in the said repetition. 

Tbe same course of reasoning might be adopted in meeting the objec- 
tions with regaled to the impossibility of the Apurva being either pro- 
duced or manifested. It has also been declared that : “ Just as in a frequent 
repetition . of the Yeda, the impression made upon the mind is always 
gradual, being as it is, in the form* of the various parts of the sentences,. 
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‘{one by one) ; so also wonld be the case with the appearance of th© 
Nor absolute rale that there can be no parts of an 

immaterial object. Because the aforesaid Apparent Inconsistency would 
also justify the conclusion that the immaterial Apurva is cognised in th© 
form of extremely minute parts. Even though, the production of an 
absolute non-entity being impossible^ the A.'purm be held to have an 
eternal existence and only to be manifested (by the. sacrifice ), — jet 
inasmuch as it is held to be brought about by sacrifices, distinctly for each 
person, we must accept its manifestation to be in the form of turning the 
person towards the accomplishment of the Besnlt, — such manifestation 
being entirely different from any functioning of words, <fec. And as a 
matter of fact the manifestation of things is not always in one and the 
same form ; consequently the manifestation of ^)ie Ajpurva would be in the 
shape of its being brought out of the soul wherein it has all along been 
lying latent. Or, it may be that by its very nature, the Soul of man 
is ever capable of obtaining all things ; and such acquisition being barred 
by certain impediments, it is these latter that are removed by means of 
Sacrifices (and in this removal of the obstacle lies the manifestation of the 
A^urva), 

Thus then, we conclude that the A^urva does exist ; and the Sutra too 
cannot he taken in any other sense, that would he of any use in the 
present context ; and hence we take the meaning of the Sutra to be that 
the Injunction of the AcHoJi is the Injunction {authority) of the A'purva, 

[Says the Bliashya — If it he urged that ^ on the authority of the mew- 
■tion of the Result v^e could hold that the Action {sacrifice) itself has not heen 
^eniirely destroyed ’'1 The view here tentatively brought foward emanates 
from one who finds the assumption of the Apwrtja to be utterly groundless, 
and hence prefers the comparatively reasonable theory of the non-destruc- 
tion of the Action. 

I. [In reply to tliis theory, the Bhashya says — we do not perceive any 

shape of the Action; and against this it is urged that] “ This assertion 
“is not quite correct; because Action has been distinctly mentioned as 
“ perceptible by the Senses, uxxdieT Sutra Rupagahddvihhagdcca ].’' 

II, “ Again [the Bliashya has sSbidr—That which carries its substrate to 
another place is known as an Ac^^o?^ ; and against this it is urged that] 

“ the subject-matter of the discourse is which is not of the 

“ nature of Ifo/iow ; and yet the Bhashya cites a definition that applies 
“ only to such actions as are of the nature of Motion and this cannot but 

be rejected as irrelevant.” ^ . 

To tlie above, we make the following replies : - 

I. What is meant by the assertion that no shape of Action is 


'-516 TiNTBA-VABTIKA. ADH. li— PADA I— ADHI (2). 

perceived is tBat we a^e not cognisant of any sucli form of Actions as would 
enable tbem to function at a future time ; .and as for the impermanent 
forms of Actions that are perceived, these can be of no use in the bringing 
about of the final Result. That is to say, though a shape of the Action is 
perceived, yet, inasmuch as this does not continue for any length of 
time, it can be of no use in the bringing about of the Result ; and as such 
it is as good as ‘‘ not perceived ” and is spoken of as such. 

II. Though the subject treated of is the Sacrifice , jet the Bhashja 
has cited an instance of an Action of the nature of Motion, because, even 
in the Sacrifice, we have such actions in the shape of the throwing of the 
materials (into the fire). That is to say, the mere determination to ofEer, 
on the part of the Agent does not accomplish the Result, because the 
Result is laid down as following from the Action taken as a complete 
whole, as made up of all its accessories and appurtenances of procedure ; 
and, as a matter of fact, we find that in the body of the Sacrifices, there 
are such actions as the cutting up of the Cake, the throwinginto the fire 
of the Material, the holding and collecting of the various utensils, &c. ; 
and inasmuch as all these actions consist of Conjunctions and Disjunc- 
tions, if they have to last for any length of time, they must have substrates 
of their own. And it is such a substrate that we do not find ; nor is any 
manifested outward shape perceived. As for the actions of Determina- 
tion also, inasmuch as one Determination is always shrouded over by 
another Detei’mination, even this cannot have any lasting existence. 

As for this continuance too, this could be only either as inhering (A) 
in the Soul, or (B) in the materials o&red. 

[A], As for the Soul, no motion can inhere in it; because being 
omnipresent, there is no place from which it would be away, or to which 
it would go; and hence it can have no motion. As for the question — how 
can the Soul be omnipresent ? — the only reply is that it is so, because we 
perceive its functioning everywhere. That is to say, the notion of ‘ I * 
(which is all the notion that we have of the Soul) always points to the 
mere existence of the Soul, which is of the nature of pure Consciousness ; 
'and does not in any way qualify it witli any apecifioations of Time or 
Place. Consequently, that the exiatenee wliereof is not specifi.ed by 
time and place, being held to be eternal and omnipresent, — the Soul can- 
not but be accepted as omnipresent. Thus then we find that the expres- 
sion Hhe perception of its functioning everywhere^ only points to this 
unspecified idea of ‘ 1/ Or it may be taken as referring to the experi- 
encing of Pleasure, Pain, &c. ; because wherever the Soul goes, it is never 
without an experience of these. And we have already shown under the 
section on ‘ Atma ’ (in the TarJeapeida — Clohavdrtika) that these experiences 
do n6t belong to the Bddy. Hence if the Soul were not omnipresent, then 
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there would be an experiencing of pleasure, <3bc., only in such cases 
where the Body would be in contact with a Place occupied by the Soul. 

The upholder of the theory that the Soul is wholly encased within 
the Body, urges the following : The perception of its functioning every- 

where is a sure sign of the Boul having come from one place to another j and 
“ as such firstly, the reason that you bring forward in support of its 
“ ominpresence proves to be contrary to your conclusion. Thatis tosay, 
if the functioning of the Soul were actually perceived at all places, at 
one and the same time, then alone could such perception point to its 
^‘omnipresence ; as a matter of fact, however, the said functioning is 
“ perceived in difEerent places one after the other ; and as such the nature 
of the Soul comes to be similar to that of the Body. That is to say, if 
“ we could ever perceive a functioning of the Soul, apart from the Body,— • 
‘Vor if we could find the pleasux^e, &c., of one Soul appearing in another 
‘‘ body, — then alone could we accept the Soul to be omnipresent. As it is 
“ however, the functioning of the Soul is found only in that Body which 
“ it occupies ; and as such wherever this Body goes, there, one after the 
“ other, we come acims the said experiences; and hence these fnnction- 
“ ings of the Soul together with the Body becomes (in its extension) 
■“ exactly like those of the Body itself. Otherwise the Body would also 
“ be held to be omnipresent. Thus then movement from one place to 
“ another, being found in the soul also, it comes to be as active and 
“mobile as the Body itself. Secondly, the argument brought forward 
/‘may be discarded as leading to an uncertainty : inasmuch as it can 
“ prove two contradictory conclusions. For instance, it has been declared 
that the Soul is mixed up with the Body, because it is always in contact 
“ with it ; because, it is only %n such and such places that the function 
of the 8 oul is perceived 

It is in i^eply to these objections that the Bhashya has said: There 
is nothing incongruous in denying such mobility of the Soul, 

In the aforesaid objection-pmsuge, some people read tu tarieva, 
&c.; ” and in that case, w© can take this passage as denying the argu- 
ment that could be brought forward by the opponent,— namely, that the 
perception of its functioning everywhere would point to the SouTs moving 
from one place to the other ; and then the next sentence gives the grounds 
for this denial. 

Objection ; “ How can the fact of there being nothing incogruous in 

“ denying the movement of the Soul be any reply to the above arguments ? 
“ Because the mere absence of incongruity cannot establish any theory; 

specially as such absence of incongruity is equally applicable to the con- 
“ trary theory ; as it is equally open to the opponent tosay that there s 
“ nothing incongruous in admitting of the motion of the Soul.” 
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To tMs, we make the following reply : The absence of mcongriiity 
being found to be applicable to both theories, the assertion of the 
Bhashya, that there is nothing incongarous, clearly shows that it 

means that there is an incongruity in the contrary theory* That is to say, 
the sense of the reply is that if we deny the motion of the Soul, there 
is nothing ineongruoas, while if we accept its motion, there are many 
Incongruities. 

We proceed to show these incongruities. (1) The Soul being itself 
immaterial, it can never be mixed up with material elements; and 
being untouched by these elements, it cannot be taken from one place 
to another. That is to say, even in the case of extremely subtile 
particles of matter, — such as the light emanating from the Sun or the 
Moon, — we find that they ai'e not mixed up with grosser materials, 
like lumps of Earth, &c., or are carried about along with these ; how then 
-can such mixture or movement be postulated with i^egard to the Soul, 
which is in its very nature purely immaterial, or a mere series of 
Ideas {dbS held by the Bauddha) ? Though the' Jtwm declares that ‘Hhe 
Souls in the state of bondage being never found apart from the Body, 
tliey can he held to be material,’ —yet such an assertion would involve 
a vicious circle; — namely that the fact of the Soul being material would 
depend upon the fact of its being mixed up with the Body, while this 
latter fact would depend upon the material nature of the Soul. Con- 
sequently, drawing our conclusion from the case of the liberated Souls, we 
can declare that in its very nature the Soul is immaterial ; aud as such it 
■ can have no materiality, based upon the fact of its contact with a 
material body. Thus then, the Soul being something difierent from the 
Body, aud not in material contact with it,-— -it cannot, on accomit of this 
absence of contact, be carried along with it ; and hence when the Body 
would be nioviug from one place to another, the Soul (if an entity limited 
in space) would be left behind, exactly like the portion of space vacated by 
the moving Body; specially as the Soul cannot he wafted along eitlier by 
Air or by Earth, &c., and as such it is absolutely incapable of being 
carried about, either by itself or by anything else. As for such objects 
as Flame and the like, inasmuch as these are tangible, they are capable of 
being carried about by air-currents, or along with lighted torclies, &c., 
and as such these can move from place to place. On the other hand, if the 
Body were to move about by itself, it would he inanimate; when, however, 
the Sonl is omnipresent, wherever the Body goes, it is always endowed 
with the Soul ; and hence it is only right that the Body should always be 
followed by intelligence. Exactly as, when on© point of space has been 
vacated by the Body, another point of space is at once afforded to it ; and 
this is possible, only on account of the omnipresent character of space. 
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(2) And fnrtfcer, in case the Soul be denied to be omnipresent, while 
occupying the Body, the Soul could be either extremely small as an atom, ‘ 
or of the size of the Body j but none of these is possible. And we have ; 
already shown (in the Tarkapada — ^lohavartiha) that the Soul is not a mere 
series of Ideas, And the Soul being eternal, and located within the Body,-^ 
if it were extremely small, then it could not extend over the whole Body; 
and in that case, it would be absolutely impossible for us to have any 
experiences of pleasure or pain, throughout the Body. That is to say, if 
the Soul is extremely small, then it would be possible to have experiences 
of pleasure and pain of only that part of the Body, where the Soul would be 
located; and hence it. would not be possible, at one and the same time, to 
have an experience of pain in the head and in the foot. If it be urged 
that, “ being extremely mobile, the Soul would swiftly move from one part 
of the Body to the other, and would thereby make such varied experiences 
possible,” — then, all that we can say is that there are no grounds for 
believing in such mobility of the Soul; specially as we are not cognisant 
of any difference in the point of time of the pain in the head and that in the 
foot; and farther, if the Soul would be constantly moving, there would be 
no point of time at which we could afford to have any sensation, and 
hence there would be no sensation in any part of the Body. Consequently 
we cannot but reject the offered explanation. And again, the various limbs 
of the Body are strengthened, and do not wither away, simply because of 
their being pervaded over by tbe Soul ; because at death we find that they 
wither away quickly. Hence, if the Soul were something very small, 
that point of the Body, wherefrom it would be absent, would be liable 
to instant decay. 

On the other hand, if the Soul were to be assumed to be of the exact 
size of the Body, as held by the Jaina, then too it would be necessary 
to make many gratuitous assumptions. 

For instance, we would have to make tbe following assumptions:-^ 
(1) that the Soul has many parts; (2) that these parts are innumerable; 
(B) that without any other agency, there is a conglomeration of these parts ; 
(4) that even though partite, the Soul is eternal; (5) that the Soul is 
capable of the very extremes of expansion and contraction ; (6) that the 
Soul has a motion from one body to another, on death ; (7) that there is- a 
point of time intervening between its departure from one body and the 
occupation of another; and (8) that there is some cause for such motion 
of the Soul. 

All the above assumptions — the existence of the Soul’s parts, &c. — - 
are such as are not at all amenable to Sense-perception, dsQ . ; and as such- 
they could at best be only the creations of one’s imagination, &c. ; and as such 
they should be rejected, in the same maimer as we have rejected (under 
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the chapter on assumption of parts of words. Then aga 

when the Soul is only as large as the Body, we can never assume its* 
parts to be innumerable or endless ; and in the absence of any fluidity in' 
these parts, it is not possible for them to conglomerate together in one- 
compact whole ; and unlessthey conglomerate thus, they can have no power 
of bringing into existence a single living being. And further (even 
if such conglomei’ations were possible), all Conjunction always ending in 
Disjunction, the living Soul would be, exactly like a jar, amenable to occa- 
sional destruction. And when one part of the part has been cut off, there 
is no ground for assuming that the particles of the Soul, that were don** 
tained in that limb, escape from it when severed from the Body, and spread 
themselves over the rest of the Body. And as for the temporary mobility 
perceived in the severed limb, this is due to the momentum imparted 
by the severing stroke to the air enclosed within it, and not to the presence 
in it of any Soul-particles. Because in that case, there could be no 
ground for believing in any expansion or contraction of these particles. 
As for the light emanating from the lamp, its expansion or contraction 
is held to be possible, because we actually perceive such contraction and 
expansion. Though in reality, there is no contraction of the light of the- 
lamp; because even when the lamp is covered up by au opaque vessel, 
all the light outside the cover is destroyed; because the flame is cap- 
able of emitting a circle of light round itself, only when it is uncovered, 
and not when it is covered up. The same arguments hold respecting 
the expansion of such lights; the fact being that the apparent expansion 
of light is due to the appearance of new particles of light, added to one 
another, and not fco the expansion of the former particles themselves. It 
is only in the case of such things as are tangible (and solid) that one 
cannot take the place occupied by another ; and hence, when a numher 
of such things appear, they form a gradually expanding series, which gives 
an idea of expansion. The particles of Soul however are immaterial ; and 
as such there being nothing impossible in all of them occupying the same 
point in space, they^would ever remain in the condition of an atom (how- 
soever much their number might increase). How too, is it possible for 
the particles of the same Soul to expand or contract within the limits of 
the Body of an elephant or an insect (which the Soul inhabits during 
difl!erent lives on the Earth)? And further, this theory would necessitate 
many such groundless assumptions — as that at death the Soul- particles 
move into an intermediate body, — that such an intervening body exists, 
that though existing this body is not perceived, on account of certain 
obstacles (in tbe way of such perceptiou)— and that this intervening body 
throws the Soul into the next body born into the world (after some time)*, 
For these reasons we must accept the Soul to be omnipresent. 
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As for the deelaratioti in the tJpanishads that the Soul is of the Mze 
of a grain of corn, &c., &c.,““it is only meant to show the extreme suhfciiity 
of the Soul, which has been elsewhere declared to be omnipresent. AS 
for the assertion in the (Fawa-par'ya Adh. 296 — 16763) that 

Yama extracted the thuinb-sized man from the body,” — ^thisia only a flight 
of poetry, meant to show up the clear practices of the Death-god, forming^ 
as it does, a part of the eulogy bestowed upon the woman wholly devofced 
to her husband j and this passage is to be taken as ah exactly 

like that which speaks of Prajapati having cut out his own fat. And we 
actually find the same Vyasa speaking, in many places in the BhagavddgtiWy 
of the omnipresent character of the Soul. v 

Ohjeotion : ‘‘If the Soul be omnipresent, a single Soul would belong 
to all bodies. ” ^ 

Reply: It is not so; because we actually find the bodies to be many, 
and each body to be endowed with distinct experienoes of its own. If it 
were not so, all purposes of tlie world being fulfilled by a single body, 
there would be no use of a number of bodies. Nor oan it urged that for 
the same Soul, the existence of many bodies could be held to be as useful, 
as different bodies during different lives ; because in this latter case, 
another body is brought into existence for the sole purpose of enabling 
the Soul to experience tlie partiohlar pleasure, pain, &c., consequent 
upon his deeds in the previous life ; while if a single Soul occupied all the 
bodies in the world, at one and the same time, each individual being 
would be experiencing the pleasure, &c., of all the beings in the world; 
and, as the one Soul would always carry on the functions of seeing, &c., 
by means of the organs present in any one body, there would be no likeli- 
hood of any persons being blind or deaf, <fee.; nor could there be any. 
difference in the actions laid down in the Veda, for men of different castes ; 
because the same Soul iuhabiting all bodies, the same person would be- 
long to ail castes. 

None of these absurdities appear, if Souls are held to be many ; and 
even though all these Souls are omnipresent, there would be nothing 
incongruous in their simultaneous existence ; inasmuch as beiijg imma- 
terial, none of them would stand in the way of another. And it is on 
account of this indivisibility of souls, and also on account of all Souls being 
of the nature of pure Consciousness, that the Upanishads speak of all 
Souls as 07ie, 

Question : “How is it that, the Souls being many (and omnipresent), 
“and all of them being isolated to all bodies, the pleasure or pain of one 
“ being is not experienced by another p 

To this question, some people make the following reply ; Even when 
the Soul is held to be nothing more than the Body, j ust as the pleasure, <fee,, 
66 
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of|tbe Soul encased in tlie body of the child in the ■womb ai'e not expe- 
rienced by the mother,— so, the same would be the case with the case in 
question. That is to say, even one who bolds the Soul to be of the same 
size as the Body, would be open to the above objection ; inasmuch as 
the Soul of the mother inhabits the same body that is also inhabited by 
the Soul of the child in her womb, the pleasure, &c., of the child would be 
experienced by the mother. And the explanation that would be brought 
forward in this case would also apply to the case in question. 

The above reply might hold good, if some reasons were brought for- 
ward; as it is, however, the mere fact of the amenability of the contrary 
theory to the same objection, cannot he counted as a reason in support 
of one’s own theory ; because a third party could effectively bring forward 
the said objection against both of these theorists. And further, the Soul 
being a modification of the organ of touch, and the position of the Soul in 
the space within the Body not being accepted as that of something apart 
from it, there is no contact of the Soul of the mother with the child’s 
body; and as such the said objection would not apply in this case. 

For these reasons, the above question should be answered in the 
following manner ; The absurdity urged in the question would apply to 
our theory, only if mere spatial contact were held to be the sole ground 
of the experiencing of pleasure, &c.; as a matter of fact, however, we have 
an experience of only such pleasures, &c., as are capable of being experienced i 
and as such there is no room for the said absurdity. That is to say, if, 
in the SouVs experiencing of pleasure, &c., the sole cause were held to be the 
mere co-existence in space, then we would be open to the said objection f 
as a matter of fact, however, as in the case of the eye, &c., so in the case 
in question also, the cause of experience is held to lie in the capability of 
the Soul. Consequently just as even though the colour of an object is existent 
in space with its touch, yet it is not perceived by the sense of Touch, ^ — so 
in the case in question also, one Soul does not experience the pleasure and 
pain brought about by the DJiarma or Adharma of another Soul. Thus 
then, the relationship between the experiencer and the experienced being 
that of ownership, — as explained under the chapter on A jJmd— -our theory 
is not open to the said objection. 

Thus then, the Soul being omnipresent, it must be admitted that it 
can have no mobility (and as such the Actions cannot inhere ia it). 

[B] Kor could the Action inhere in the materials (such as the pieces 
of the Cake) — because, says the Bhashya, such materials are always destroy^ 
ed, Hor can this destruction he denied ; because we actually find that 
the cake that has been offered into the fire has become transformed into 
ashes. Nor can it be urged that at that time there are certain ohstaclea 
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in the perception of the materials, in their own forms ; for the simple 
reason that there are no such obstacles. Even if snob obstacles were 
assumed on account of the apparent inconsistency of the non-percep- 
tion, -—then too, we would have to assume many more groundless and 
absurd imperceptible tilings tban the single Apurm, For instance, we 
would have to assume — (1) the continuation of the material in its nn- 
destrojed form; (2) that it is not perceived (even though existing) ; (3) 
the existence of obstacles to such perception; (4) that there are obstacles 
to the perception of the obstacles, and so on and on ad infinitum] (5) the 
continuation of the action which is momentary ; and (6) the reason for 
the non- perception of this action. And certainly an assumption of the 
Apurva would be a very much simpler process than this. 

These would be the arguments against the assumption of the continua- 
tion of the Action, independent of any substrate. 

If however it be held that the action is contained in the Soul itself, 
bringing about certain definite conjunctions and disjunctions, — this also 
would involve the contradiction of a directly perceptible fact, and the as- 
sutfiption of one not perceptible. 

And lienee we conclude that it is by far the most reasonable process 
to assume the agency of the ApUrm. 

The purpose served by the main Adhikarana may be thus summed up: 

(1) If the Result were directly connected with the material, <fec., the 
mention of the particular materials too would, like the Action itself, have 
transcendental results; which would make it absolutely impossible for any 
other material being substituted for the principal material (in case some- 
thing bappened to it in course of the action). In case, however, the 
Result is directly related to the Action, the use of the material is a visible 
■one, lying in the mere accomplishment of the Action ; and as such its 
place could very well be taken by a substitute, which is known to be 
capable of serving the same wsibZe purpose. Thus then, if the principal 
material of the sacrifice becomes spoilt, the following would be what our 
opponent will have to do, in order to save himself from the sin proceeding 
from the non- completion of a saorifi.ee that has been begun: He will have 
to finish the action by any material that he could obtain ; and it would 
not be necessary for him to try to obtain a material similar to the original 
material; because (in the case of a transcendental result) the result would 
not follow even from a similar mateiial (as it would also be other than the 
one which is laid down as leading to the particular result) ; and as for 
the Action, all other materials (similar or dissimilar to the origiual) being 
■equally unprescribed, it would be equally completed by means of all 
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f^ese materials. For can these materials be spoken of w s^ihsHtutes of the 
orgiaal material j because they are not similar to it, and because they 
serve , an entirely di:ierent purpose j because the original material was 
being employed towards the fulfilment of a particular transcendental 
result^ while the material now taken up is used either with a view to ward 
off the , sin accruing from the non-completion of the sacrifice, or to 
complete an action which is being performed for the sake of a minor 
result. 

(2) Another use of this Adhikarana lies in connection with the ascer- 
taining of the Fames of Sacrifices ; and we have already explained this 
imdev ^ NaMadhSya^ (Adh. I, Pada IV). 



ADHIKARANA (3). 

[Bivision of Actions info Primary and Subsidiary.^ 

Sutra (6) ; Actions are of two kinds— the 'Primary and the 
Subsidiary. 

It would seem from the above that there is always aa Apurva ia 
coaaection with each distiact Verb ; ooasequently the Author aow proceeds 
to differentiate the Subsidiary from the Primary Actions (which latter 
alone ai’e followed by an Apurva), 

But on this point we have the following — 

PURVAPAKSHA. 

“ All verbs having the common character of a verb, inasmuch as the 
potency of the objective, proceeding from the object to be accomplished, 
is always brought about by fully accomplished objects, the actions de- 
noted by all verbs are equally Primary. That is to say, so long as a 
definite purpose can be assumed, it is only right that every action, being 
expressed by a verb, should be accepted as serving a distinctly useful 

purpose, and as such, being Primary, and the means of bringing about 

“ an Apurva. Consequently, like the verb ‘ yajati ’ (offers a sacrifice), the 
meaning of the veibs (uzju^nwtf), andthe like also have so many distinctly 
“ useful purposes served by the Oorn, &c. Thatis to say, just as the sacrific- 
ing is accomplished by the materials offered ; so is the threshing aceom- 
“ plished by the corn that is threshed. And as such the threshing must 
“ bring about an ApUrva. ” 

To the above, we make the following reply 

SIDBHANTA. 

In the matter of the relationship subsisting between the Noun and 
the Verb, that action alone of which we do not perceive any distinct purpose, 
can be accepted as leading to a transcendental result; which cannot be in 
the case of any other action; and such a supposition would be absolutely 
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grotmdless. That is to say, in all cases where a certain Action is related 
to a certain material, inasmuch as no Action can he accomplished without 
a certain material, the Material, being in the first instance found to bring 
about the Action, is at once taken as serving the distinotij visible purpose 
of accomplishing the Action. Subsequently, however, in certain cases, 
the Action turns upon itself, and imparts an aid to the material itself (as 
in the case of Threshing which serves to purify the corn); while in 
‘Other oases, the Action rests within itself, its sole purpose lying in its 
own fulfilment (as in the case of sacrificing). And in this latter case, 
there naturally aiises in us a desire to know what the use of the Action 
would be ; and as no visible purpose is found to be served, we can always 
assume a transcendental one (in the shape of the Apu7^va), In that case, how- 
ever, where the Action is found to have its sole purpose in the fulfilment 
of a visible purpose — such as the preparation of Rice for instance, — we 
can have no business to assume any transcendental purpose; and the 
Injunction of the Action having been justified by a visible purpose, the 
Action is not recognised as bringing about any transcendental result. 



ADHIKARANA (4). 

[The Befinition of Frimary Action,'] 

Sutra (7): Those that do not seek to make a material, are 
Primary Actions ; because the material is a secondary factor. 

Those actions "which do not seek to make up, or prepare, a materia! 
either in its material from, or in that of a certain property of it, — such 
actions, for instance, as the Fray a j as — these being the principal factors, 
with regard to their appurtenances,— -they serre the purpose of bringing 
about tz'anscendental results. 


ADHIKAEANA (5). 

\_The Definition of Subsidiary Act mis,'] 

S'iitra (8): Those that are meant to make a material are re- 
cognised as Subsidiary ; because with regard to these, the material 
is the dominant factor. 

Those Actions, however, that either ^produce a material, the Fire 
by the Laying^ or accomplish or prepare U, e.g,, the prepai'ing of the Priest 
by appointment^ or purify it, , the purifying of the com by the threshing^ 
or the preparing of the rice by grinding— m'e all Subsidiary ones ; because 
they are always subservient to the preparation of the material. 

Ot/ection : “ When, as a matter of fact, we find that, whether the 
‘‘Action be one that leads to transcendental results, or one that brings 
“ about only visible ones, it is peiformed equally well, what is the use of 
“ difierentiating them into the Primary and the Subsidiary ? ’V 

Reply : Without the aforesaid differentiation, we would have the 
following anomalies : In accordance with the theory of the Purmpahsha 
(of Adhi. 4), even where the material to be offered is the rice of the 
Priyangih the threshing^ which would be necessary for the preparation of 
the Priyangn, would come to be applied to the corn; because 

according to that theory the also is a Primary Action ; and as such 
the material mentioned along with it (vh : the Vfthi) could not set aside 
the Subsidiary material ; just as in the case of the Butter in connection with 
the Pray aj as ; anid consequently the could not be removed from 

the Vrlhi. Whereas in accordance with the the Subsidiary 

materials would be set aside; because the material that is of use in the 
Primary Action, is affected by the preparatory actions also ; and hence the 
Friyangu corn to be used at the sacrifice, would certainly have to undergo- 
all the processess of threshing, washing, &o. 

Objection : “ Even in accordance with the PurvapahsJia theory, if the- 
“ primary threshing were applied to the Vrild^ it would serve no useful 
‘‘ purpose in connection with the main sacrifice in hand ; and hence in a 
“ case where the material to he offered is the Priyangti rice, the threshing 
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could not be applied to the Yrthi corn, which is not taken up by the 
“ Principal Action. 

Mejply : It is not so ; because according to the FUrvapaJeshaf the 
relationship of the VriM, as mentioned in the Scriptural Injunction, with 
the Sacrifice and the Threshing, is equal; nor do we find, in the Vrihi,- 
any such mark of uselessness, as is found in the case of the Vajina, 
That is to say, we have two equally authoritative Injunctions — (1) “One 
should ofier the YnM corn in sacrifice, and (2) “ One threshes the Vrihi 
corn ; and we do not pei’ceive any reason for making any such distinction, 
as that this action (offering) is useful, while that other (threshing) is 
useless ; nor is the threshing such an action as can be accomplished in the 
wake of another action, as we find in the case of the Yajina^ which is the 
water of the milk left behind after the curdled masses have been 
removed; nor is it one whose I’equirements are all fulfilled by an agency 
whose chief function lies elsewhere, —as we find in the case of the 
Fadakarma {yites in connection with the seventh footstep of the Cow 
giren in exchange for the Soma), where the requirements are all fulfilled by 
the Que-year-old Cow given as the price of the Somc^j and no new cow has 
to be got ; nor has the threshing the character of a part of a material, as we 
find in the case of the Uttarrdrdha (second half of the Cake) ; nor lastly^ 
has the threshing the character of the action of indicating any other 
purpose, — as we find in the case of the covering up of the chaffs by the 
cup in which the Cake is to be cooked ; consequently the action of 
threshing cannot but be regarded as useful, Hor, according to this 
theory, is it absolutely necessary that the Yrihi corn should be threshed 
for the purposes of a sacrifice ; because the serving of some useful 
purpose is equally present in an ordinary action of the word also. Nor, 
in the present instance, is there any authority for taking up the original 
action ; because the Context does not serve to make any such distinction. 
Nor could a differentiation be made on the ground of the fact of that 
person alone being entitled to the threshing who is entitled to the per- 
formance of the Barga^Furnamasa : because of the reasons propounded 
under Sutra IX — i — 19. When the threshing is taken as a purificatory 
action, then, in that case, no purification being needed for the corns 
employed for ordinary worldly purposes, the original action (of the sacrifice) 
would, with great difficulty, be got at, by means of the Specification, in 
the shape of the capability of bringing about the Apurva, And in case 
the threshing be also accepted as a Primary Action, and as such serving 
the purposes of the sacrifice from a distance (transcendentally), then 
there would be no uselessness attaching to it, even if it were performed 
by the ordinary Yrthi corn ; and as such, on the strength of direct 
Scriptural Injunction, it would be equally right to take up any Ynhi 
67 
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corn. Specially because in that GdLse the Threshing would be a pure 
Bharma ^ and as snob it would bave to be done but once,— exactly like 
tbe tbresbing of the Sarvaushadhi (a mixture of certain medicinal berbs, 
&C.),- — and not to be continued until tbe preparation of tbe Bice ; and 
as for the to be employed in the Bice to be offered at the sacrifice, 

these could be done into rice even by tbe other processes — such as that of 
tearing the busks, &c. (the prescribed threshing hemg an independent 
JDharma by itself, and having nothing to do with the subordinate purpose 
of the preparation of tbe Bice), And on account of tbe peculiarties of 
tbe context, tbe threshing would also come to form part of such sacrifices 
as tbe Sanndyya and tbe Updngu, &c., as also in tbe various modifications 
of these (because it would bave only a transcendental effect, and as such 
there would be nothing incongruous in its employment in all these 
actions). 

And it is with a view to these anomalies that the above distinction 
has to be made. 


ADHIKAEANA (6). 


\_The character of the Primary does not belong to such actions as the cleaning 

of the 8ruva, ^c.] 

Sutra (9) : ** In the case of all Dharmas, every Action would 
be the Primary, because of the non-fulfilment (of anything visible) 
—exactly as in the case of Fryajaf' 

The BhiiShya has cited tbe oleamngB o£ the Sriik, the Paridhiy the 
Agni and the Purodagay — because each of these is differently related to the 
Principal Action. The sense of the Adhiharana is that ev^en when the 
aid imparted by a substance to the Primary Actions is from a distance, — 
inasmuch as it is connected with a certain Action, the Substance cannot 
attain the position of the Primary. 

But, on the strength of the aforesaid definition of Primary Actions 
(in Sutra 7), we have the following 

PtJEYAPAKSHA. 

The action that is accomplished by the substance itself is not found 
to impart any aid to the Action ; and consequently such actions as 
Gleaning y &o., cannot but be regarded as Primary Actions.” 

SIDDHlNTA. 

Sutra (10) ; But on account of the similarity of declaration, 
they would be similar to others (Subsidiary Actions)* 

The differentia of the Subsidiary action is not that it should seek to 
make a substance; — because it is distinctly shown in Adh. Ill that 
subserviency or subsidiary character does not consist in the imparting 
of a certain aid to the Primary, but in the fact of a certain action- being 
for the sake of another ; and we shall show later on that this latter kind 
of subserviency is based upon the authority of Direct Assertion, 
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and it does not depend upon the imparting of any perceptible aid (to 
the Primary). 

Question: “Why then should the Sutra have brought forward the 
“ fact of the action seeking to make a material ? ” 

Beply: The actions of threshing, Sdc., have been cited only with a 
view to show that there is no Apurva in the case of those Actions, which 
have been proved to have the character of the CBsha being for the 
sake of other Actions) and which are found to serve distinctly visible 
purposes. That is to say, in a case where the Subsidiary character 
depends upon the fact of the action seeking to make a substance; we 
should not recognise any distinct Apurva. 

The Pur vapahshl, however, runs away with the idea that tliis is the sole 
definition of the Subsidiary Action ; and hence not finding it applicable to 
.such actions as the said Gleaning, <fec., he has concluded that these are 
Piumary Actions. 

But the sense of the Siddhanta is that it is only when the fact of one 
Action being for the sake of another has been ascertained by means of 
Direct Assertion, &o., that we can find it actually serving a visible purpose, 
or^ — in the absence of any such visible purpose— we can assume a transcen- 
dental result to follow from it. Thus then, the fact of the action of 
threshing, &o., being subservient to another Action, having been indicated 
by the Accusative case-ending (in “ Vrzhm^^) by means of its signification 
of the predominance of the material, denoting, as it does, that which is 
the most desired (to be accomplished), — the action of threshing is 
found to serve a visible purpose; and thus it has all its requirements 
fulfilled. Though such is not the case with the aforesaid &c., 

which, for this very reason, are held to serve transcendental purposes 
yet that does not in any way deprive them of the character of Gesha, ov 
subserviency, which has been previously ascertained by means of Direct 
Assertion, &o. 

Sutra (11): Objection: ''But there is an injunction of the 
naaterial^“if this be urged,— 

The opponent urges : “ Though, by negative and positive concom- 
“ tance, the subservient character {^Bshatva) is found to depend upon the 
“ aid imparted, — ^yet the character of the Accusative case-ending is such 
that it can never be concomitant with Predominance or Primary 
“ character. 

“ That is to say, only that is accepted as the proper means of right 
“ notion, which is universal in its application ; in the matter of Predomi- 
nance, however, the Accusative ending has a doubtful application; 
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Ibecaiis© it is found along with, even sncb. materials, as are distinctly 
^Maid down as subsidiaries — e.g., the ending in * Saktun ’ in the sentence 
* Sahtun J'uhoti ; ' and similarly we find the Predominance of the -4/2/^? 

“ even when it is not accompained by the Accusative ending — e.y., in the 
sentence ^ prayajageshena ajyena havinshyahhigharayati? Consequently 
we conclude that in the case of the sentence * YnMnamhantiy though 
‘‘both characters are possible, yet, we conclude that the material [Yrthi) 
“has the primary character, because of the fact of its imparting a 
“ distinct aid, and because of the Accusative ending. We find no such 
“aid, in the case of the actions of Cleaning, &c. ; therefore in the case of 
“ these also {i.e, in the sentence ‘ Sruvam sammwrsJiti ^), the Accusative 
ending must be taken as only laying down the material (and having 
“ nothing to do with its predominance).” 

Sutra (12): Then the Reply is: It is not so; because it (the 
Action) is for the sake of that (material) ; just as in ordinary life; 
specially as that (Action) is subservient. 

Let the question of usage rest awhile; because the usage of words 
being mere tisage is always set aside by the more authoritative SttitH 
(Rules of Grammar) ; because the manner of expressing one’s thoughts 
is multifarious ; while the Rule is ever one and definite. 

That is to say, if the usage were always of one uniform kind, then 
there would be no necessity of collecting and preserving the Smrti Rules. 
As it is, however, usage is so confused that it can hardly be found in 
a definite foi^m; and hence it is that right usage is preserved hy means 
of Smrti Rules. And these Rules distinctly lay down that the Accusa- 
tive ending denotes predominance ; — Yide Panini’s Sutras II — iii — 2 and 
I — iv— 49 ; and it is in accordance with these rules that we have such 
sentences as ‘ Araroh’ ’ (iu ordinary parlance) and * Vrihinavahanti^ 

(in the Yeda). 

The Bhashya next proceeds to cite such instances met with in 
ordinary parlance, as appear to be against the said rules : (1) ‘ Tanduldn 
odanam paca^ (2) ^ Yalvajdn gihhan^akdn Imru^ (3) ^ Tanduldnddaya 

juhudhV In all these oases it seems clear that the accusatives in ‘ tandulmi ' 
and ^valvajdn^ have been used in the place of the Instrumentals 
^tandulaih* and ^valvajaih^; and as such in these oases the Accusative 
cannot but have the sense of the Instrumental (which latter always 
indicates subservience). 

We proceed to explain these apparent anomalies. In all matters 
relating to cooking, the Rice, &c., have a twofold form (the Primary and 
the Subsidiary) ; and it is in consideration of the Primary form that we have 
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the Aocusatiye ending (in ^ianduUn,' &c.). That is to say, wbeo the 
Rice is spoken of as the means of accomplishing eZse, in the 

shape of the cooked rice, or the straw as that of bringing about something 
else in the shape of the bundle, — then alone are these to be used with the 
Instrumental ending ; when, however, (1) the Rice is spoken of as itself 
being modified into the foi’tn of the cooked rice, in order to be capable 
of being eaten,— (2) or the straw itself being changed into the bundle, 
with a view to keep it soft, — or (3) after the rice has been found to be 
laid down in the Veda as an accessory in the Agnihotra sacrifice, when it 
so happens that the wife of the sacrificer has prepared some exceptionally 
fine rice, then, either with a view to show off her own excellent work, or 
with a view to the special result (strength) that is said to follow if the 
Rice is offered at the sacrifice, she addressing the sacrificer might say, 

I Sir, make an offering of rice to-day — in all these cases the words come 
to take the Accusative ending. And it is a well-known fact, that in 
ordinary parlance people always seek 'to speak of the same thing in many 
ways. And it often happens that even that which is admittedly the 
subordinate element is often spoken of as the predominant factor, and 
. vice versa ; at times it is spoken of as both, and at times as neither the 
one nor the other. Nor is there any authority for holding that the idea that 
is desired to be conveyed must be accepted as directly expressed by the 
words used. Because for the purpose of meeting the wishes of the speaker 
we have at our command such indirect means of expression, as Indication 
and the like ; and hence no abandoning of the original meanings of words 
is justifiable. Consequently we conclude that the Accusative really ex- 
^vesses predominance onlj. 

Question: How is it then that in tlie sentence Sahtun juhoti,^ 

tlie Accusative is found to denote subservience ? ” 

Boply : In that case also, the Accusative by itself expresses predomi- 
nance only ; but this being found to be incompatible with the rest of the 
sentence, we accept it to indicate its correlative, subserviency. That is 
to say, by its own natural potency, the accusative always expresses 
the objective, in the character of the predominant; but this natural 
meaning is found, in the sentence in question, to he incompatible with 
something more authoritative ; and as such it cannot be admitted 
then, finding that the character of the ‘ Kdraha ’ or case-relation -is also 
indicated by the Accusative, as its invariable concomitant, we accept this 
indicated meaning of the Accusative, as not incompatible with the rest 
of the sentence ; which thus comes to mean that the 8a1ctu has something 
to do with the accomplishment of the Soma, But such generic agency not 
being of much use, we naturally seek for a specific function of the Saktu • 
and thus come to the conclusion that it must be taken as the Instrument • 
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speoiallj in accordance witli the law that ‘ that which is an accomplished 
entity is laid down for the sake of that which is yet to be accomplished ’ — 
as propoTinded in YI — i — 1. 

QziesiMW : ‘-But in what way do you find the predominance of the 
incompatible with tlie rest of the sentence ? 

Beply : Only that substance is held to be an object of purification or 
preparation, which has already been utilised or is to be utilised; as for 
the Sahiu, it is never going to be used (after the Homa) ; nor has it ever 
been utilised before. That is to say, that substance which is found to have 
been utilised in some way, or which is to be utilised at some future time, 
is capable of any process of purification ; and as such it attains a predomi- 
nance with reference to the Action, And when the substance concerned is 
such as has never been utilised, not is going to be utilised, any purification 
of that would be absolutely useless; and hence any injunction of such 
preparation would be wholly purposeless. The SaMti in question is such 
that it IS never used before the Homa, nor can it be used after it, having 
been turned into ashes ; specially as there is no Injunction as to any such 
ashes of Sc(Jctu hemg used. Under the circumstance, the only alternatives 
that we have are— (1) that the whole sentence is absolutely useless, or 
(2) that the Accusative is to be taken in its indirect sense. And the 
authority of the Veda having been an established fact, there can be no 
hesitation in accepting the second alternative. It is a common fact that 
the direct meaning of a word is always set aside as mistaken, whenever 
it is faced by such exceptional circumstances (of incompatibility). And 
the acceptance of the indirect meaning of a word is always due to the 
necessity of avoiding the uselessness of the sentence; otherwise if there 
were no such uselessness, it would be always possible to accept the original 
direct signification of the word. It is for these reasons that we accept the 
sentence in question to be an Injunction of a Homa with the Saktu as the 
necessary material, — such an Injunction being in keeping with the Context 
in which it occura 

The Bhashya puts the question : “ The Saktu being mentioned in the 
“ context, it would naturally follow that it is of some distinct use in the 
“ sacrifice.*^ And the sense of this is that the Saktu offered in the Homa 
would be distinctly useful, inasmuch as it helps the Jyotishioma sacrifice, 
in whose context the said sentence occurs. 

The Siddhanti (in the Bhashya) makes a dodge, and retorts — ‘Who 
says it is not so ? * — his meaning being that the said usefulness be- 
longs to the Saktu as the material offered in the Homa» In alT cases, we 
find that for all substances, there is no other use save the accomplish- 
ment of the Action connected with the sentence (in which the name of 
that substance occurs) ; because they have no connection with the procedure- 
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of tlie action. That is to say, the Homa, being of the nature of an 
Action, stands in need of something to he accomplished hy it; and consequently 
along witb the principal procedure, it is taken as forming the p’ocess of 
action helping in the said accomplishment. This, ho weyer, cannot be said 
of ihe Substance. Nor can the Substance alone justify the assumption of 
anything transcendental ; because all transcendental results are brought 
about by Actions alone. 

Even in a case where a substance itself is laid down as leading to a 
particular result,— in the Injunction / one should sacrifice with the 
milking vessel for one who desires cattle,’ — no Apurva would be possible, 
except through the agency of some other Action, though having a different 
end. Under the circumstances, how can any such assertion be made with 
reference to the Bahtii, which is not found to be enjoined with regard to 
any particular result ? 

Nor is there any authority for making such an assumption. As for 
the Accusative in ‘ Sahtun,^ this cannot serve as an authority for any such 
assumption; because what the Accusative does is to directly express the 
predominance of the Sahtu ; and as such it would point to the fact of the 
Roma being for the sake of the 8 ahtu, and not to that of a certain Apurva 
following from the Sahki, Thus then, through the help of the Accusative 
the JEToma would be for the sake of the 

How could the Roma be pervaded over by the Sahtu ? Because it 
could not serve any other purpose, — no such other use being mentioned. 
Thus then, it is only when the Roma lias been performed that the Sahtu 
becomes related to the Roma; and hence before the purpose has been 
served, the Accusative has had its end ; hence even in the case of the 
useless Sahtu, the Accusative becomes jus6ified, in consideration of its 
predominance. And thus the meaning of the sentence having been 
accomplished, the Sahtu could not be of any subsequent use, either to the 
Person or to the Sacrifice ; and having recognised this fact, we could either 
assume a transcendental result, on the strength of the sentence in question, 
or accept the notion of predominance (as expressed by the Accusative) to 
be a misconception. (And hence the only reasonable course left is to take 
the Accusative in its indirect sense of the Instrumental). It is in con- 
sideration of these facts that the Bbashya has said — the sentence cannot 
justify any assumption of the immcendental {AputYdi) A It w fav more- 
reasonable to reject the notion of predominance (expressed by the 
Accusative) ; and hence we cannot but accept the indication of the 
Instrumental. It is in consideration of this fact that the author of the 
Mahabhashya has declared : - The Accusative is used in place of the 
Instrumental.’ 
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■ Tims then, we find that there is a diversity between the Sowa and 
the aforesaid Gleaning. Because the Sahtu haviog no other purpose to 
serve, it; is taken to be for the sake of the Homa; while such substances 
as the Oa/<;0 and the like, inasmuch as they are subservient to something 
else, are capable of such purificatory actions as their being eircled 
round by fire. 

When the true meaning of the scripture has been got at, it is only 
when we do not find any visible use, that we assume a transcendental result. 
And even in ordinary life, we find certain purificatory rites being kept up 
by usage with the sole purpose of something transcendental ; for instance, 
when a man returns from a journey, fire, salt, &c., are moved round his 
head, with a view to the pacifying of all evil influences impending over 
him. Nor can the fact of such rites bringing about something transcen- 
dental be denied; because the performance of these is based upon the 
authority of well-established usage. 

Thus then, we find that even those that lead to something trans- 
cendental have a subordinate character, because of the uniformity of 
assertion. 

Objection : Such being the case, in all cases the predominance of the 
substance would depend upon the fact of its serving a useful purpose ; 
‘‘ and hence it is not right to say — ‘ on account of the uniformity of 
“assertion/ Or else, it should be shown how, independently of any 
“ useful purposes served, predominance is denoted solely by the Aecusa- 
“ tive or, how the subordinate character is denoted solely by the 
“Instrumental.’’ 

Ue^lij : As for an instance of predominance expressed solely by the 
Accusative, lye have it in the case of the sentence ‘ Aind^rya gUrhapatyaniu- 
patishthafBfy inhere the indirect implication of the name ^ Aindrz^ shows 
that the mantra in question is addressed to Indra ; and then on account 
of its being mentioned along with the ‘ gdrhajpatya' If this * gdrhapatya ’ be 
taken only as the means of worshipping Indra, then the Accusative ending 
ill it would be absolutely out of place ; and hence it is only on the strength 
of tlie Accusative ending that we admit the QdrJiapatya to be the pre- 
dominant factor in the sentence. Similarly, as for an instance of the sub- 
servient character being expressed solely by the Instrumental, we 
have it in the case of the sentence — * Suhtavdkena prastaram ’ where 
though both the Suktavaka and the prastara are equally useful, yet on 
account of the Instrumental ending, the former is taken as subservient to 
the latter. 

Thus then, the comparative predominance or subserviency being 
expressed by the case-endings themselves, all that uselessness does is to 
form an exception to the former general rule ; and the usefulness . or 
68 
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uselessness of any object can never be taken as tbe sole ground of differenr 
tiating tbe said predominance or subservience. 

Tbe purposes of tbe present AdMharana that are enumerated in tbe 
Bbasftya are not quite acceptible (in tbe way therein put forward) for 
tbe following reasons 

(1) In the SGXitmcQ ^ Qamtmayy ah scrucah* the itiGt of being made of 
Camz wood bas been laid down with reference to all 8nihs. But according 
to tbe Purvapaksha, as also according to tbe Siddhanta, that qualification 
is recognised as applying to the Primary as also to tbe subsidiary sacri- 
fices, As for tbe Priyangu corn, tbe original Injunction distinctly lays it 
down as for tbe sole purpose of the Primary sacrifice ; and as such it is 
only proper that it is not employed in the subsidiaries. As for the qualifi- 
cation of heinff made up of Caml wood, on tbe other band, it has been laid 
down simply with reference to tbe 8ruh ; and hence in accordance with 
the rule laid down in Sutra III — vii — 2, on account of the superior 
authority of Syntactical Connection, tbe said qualification is recognised 
as applying both to the Primary and tbe Subsidiary, and not to the Primary 
alone, as shown by the Context (which is a much weaker authority). Nor 
do we find any qualifying clause, which would point out the Sruh as tbe 
one that is employed in the Primary Sacrifice ; and even if there were 
such a clause, as it would only be a qualifying adjunct of the subject of 
tbe sentence, no significance could be attached to it. Therefore in ac- 
cordance with tbe Purvapaksha also, it is clear that the Smk of Qamz loood 
appertains to all Primary Sacrifices, as also to all the Gleaning, <&c,, that 
help the Sacrifice from a distance (transcendeutally) j and as such there 
would be no chance of there being any cleaning of tbe Sruh made 
up of many woods. It might be urged that — ‘ in accordance with 
Sutra III — viii — 35, all the peculiar features of tbe Subsidiary sacrifices 
being subservient to tbe Primary Sacrifice, tbe Sruh of Qaml, in the case 
in question, cannot be said to be for the sake of both the Primary and 
the Subsidiary.’ But this is scarcely correct; because in a case where 
we recognise tbe relationship of an object with the Primary, as mentioned 
by a Sentence, there alone could such an assertion be possible ; as a 
matter fact, however, no such thing is recognised in tbe case in question. 
For instance, in tbe case of the sentence ‘ yajndtharvanam vai Mmyd 
ishfayah, td upangu harta^yahf -wg find the qualification ^ updngii^ con- 
nected only with the Primary Sacrifices mentioned by the word ‘ hdmydh ; ’ 
and as such it cannot be taken as enjoined with reference to tbe subsi- 
diary, as we shall explain later on ; but in tbe case in question, we have 
no such distinct relationship with tbe Primary ; and this makes all tbe 
difference. 
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Ohjection : It may be that the Jhct of the Sruh being of Cami is for 
^^1180 in the Primary, though it is enjoined by implication, also in the 
subsidiary sacrifices not yet fully mentioned.’’ 

Reply : This cannot be ; because we shall show (in the chapter on 
AtidBpa) that the subsidiaries renouncing that which is enjoined in close 
proximity to themselves, become connected with their Primaries; because 
they stand in need of such aids as have been fully accomplished (along 
with the Primaries). That is to say, an Injunction of many things 
(by a single sentence) being unallowable, in the sentence in question, the 
Sruh must be taken as simply mentioned with reference to the fact of the 
Sruk being of Qamz wood (which alone is enjoined). Oonsequently, even 
though the might be enjoined in connection with the subsidiaries, 
yet such an Injunction would stand in need of the fact of the employment of 
the Sruh of Caml at the Subsidiaries being got at by Implication (from its 
employment at the Primaries). And the time that is taken in this latter 
implication of the Sruh of the Primary is exactly the same that is taken 
by the direct Injunction of the Sruk of the subsidiaries ; and as such there 
is no difference between the two processes. 

And further, if the fact of the Sruh being made of wood applied 
to the Primaries alone, then even in the Vd^runapraghclsa sacrifice, which is 
a subsidiary, we would have the employment of the Sruk used at the 
Primary sacrifices of the Rrayaja, &c. And the means by which we could 
avoid these Fraydja Sruhs axe the same by which the Sruhs for cleaning 
are avoided. But this is not quite desirable; as there is no reason for 
such avoidance. Even though there may be Some cause for the relation- 
ship of a certain Primary, yet, in accordance with the Rule laid down in 
connection with ^e ^ SaximikavBdidahahind, ^ the element required would 
be got at indirectly (by concomitance itself); and as such no collecting 
of the Primary Glass would be proper. 

(2) Then again, the shape of the Paridhi vessel is pointed out by the 
use to which it is put ; and hence there could be no cleaning of that Paridhi 
which would not serve that purpose. That is to say, Paridhi is the name 
of that substance which is used in the keeping intact of the fire ; just as 
‘‘Juhu ’ is the name of an implement used in the Soma. Then, in accordance 
with the Sutra IV — i — 26, we could speak of the Gleaning being useless. 
And then, on having heard of the Paridhi hemg made of the Banavaf, if 
we were to clean the Paldga wood before it has been made into the Paridhi^ 
we would only be cleaning that which is not Paridhi, If the Palctga be 
made into the Paridhi (before being cleaned), then the keeping of the Fire 
having been done, it could not serve any useful purpose in the Primary 
Sacrifice. For do we ever fiiad a mixture of two things that serve the 
same purpose (the Palaga and the the present case). Therefore 
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there would be no need for makin ParidM. 

(3) As for the inasimioli as tMs is a new action, it ends 

wholly in what is directly mentioned in tbeYeda ; and as the whole of 
this action, together with all its accessories, is laid dowri as to he performed 
in water, what could he that Gleaning^ in which we would have to make 
use of Fire, and hence have to burn it ? 

Thus then, none of the above three can be accepted as the uses of the 
present AdMharma. 

There is only one example which has been rightly cited. In the case 
of the sentence ‘ savdniydndm* in accordance with the Siddhdnia, 

the cTiamoter of heing made wp of tdrasa (meat)y not being related to all 
OaheSf and thus being \asammya^^ it would not be connected with that 
Oahe which has been purified by being carried round the fire. And the 
word ‘ Bavanlya ’ is never used with reference to the subsidiary of the 
^Bavamya because it deals with that alone which is related to the 
Savanzya, As for the subsidiary of the Savanzya, inasmuch as this serves 
no useful purpose in the jSam«a, it is impossible to have any cake in it 
made up of the VrzM corn; specially as the sentence ^ VnhihiryajBia ^ 
distinctly shows that the Vrihi corn is to be employed in the Cake used at 
the Primary Sacrifice. And thus, it is not quite certain which is the 
material of which that Cake is to be made, which is purified by being 
taken round the Fire. And herein lies the use of the present Adhiharana. 

But even this is not quite correct. Because in that case in accordance 
with the maxim of the ‘ KdnsahJiofz* the conditions of the scriptural 
Injunction (that ‘ the Cake is circled round the fire’) would be fulfilled by 
the circling of the Meat- Cake; and consequently there would always be a 
likelihood of the performance of an Action like what is described in the 
Siddhdnta. 

Thus then, the corzi’Cake having been taken up, in some way or other, 
for the Primary Sacrifice, it must be held that the circlmg rotund fire is 
a means of accomplishing that Cake ; especially as such is the inclination 
of the scripture. But even in that case, such an action being useless, in 
accordance with the maxim of the ‘ one-year-old cow,’ there would be a 
total disappearance of that action. And hence it is in the avoidance 
of this disappearance that lies the use of the present Adhzharana, 

Or, it might be in the fact of there being no definite material for the 
Cake ; nor does the maxim of the ^ Kansahhojz ’ apply to the case ; because 
the mere flesh does not represent the Cake, It it be asked, ' how this 
comes about in the Savanzya Cake?’ we reply that in that case it is not the 
Oake that is desired; what is enjoined by the sentence is the flesh itself, 
independently qf any Oake in the place of the Oake ; exactly a in the case 
of such corns as the JDhdnd^ Because in no way is it possible to make such 
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corns out of the flesh. Consequently, it must be admitted that in accord- 
ance -with the maxim of the ^ Friyangu,* it is only in the Primary 
Sacrifice that the Cake is to be made up of the flesh. As for the circlmg 
round fire ^ this applies to the Cake only; and as for the material of this 
Cake, it may be uncertain, or it may be the VrlM or the Tara, as is shown 
by the conditions of the Primary Sacrifice. 

As a matter of fact, however, the real uses of the AdMkarana are the 
following; (1) In ‘the Primary Sacrifice, there being auxiliaries 

to the 0 leaning of the Sruk, we conclude that the number of such auxi- 
liaries must be three only, in accordance with the maxim of the * KapinjaW 
(XI — i^ — 38-45) ; and hence even when there is a multiplication of vessels, 
— as in the case of the ‘ Paguodtiirmdsya % only three Sruhs would have to 
be cleaned, in accordance With the theory of the Fdrvapahsha, In accord- 
ance with the Siddhdnta^ on the other hand, all the Sruks have to be 
cleaned; because of the necessity of repeating the purifiactory process with 
each substance. (2) And again, in accordance with the maxim of the 
^Pa9u/ (lY — i— 11-16), signihcanoe attaching to the number ‘ one,’ only 
one Far idhi would have to be cleaned, according to the Furvapahsha; 
while according to the 8 Iddhctnia, all the Faridhis would have to be cleaned ; 
and there would be some distinction made in a case where there is a 
multiplication of Faridhis, (3) And similarly, the circlmg round fire^ ^ 
believed (according to the Furmpaksha) to appertain to one Cake, comes 
(according to the Siddhmita)^ to apply to all the Oakes. (4) Similarly, 
according to the law ‘ Vishaye laukikam sydt^ in the case of the sentence 
^ agnimupasamddhdy a stuvate^' the cleaning would pertain to the ordinary 
fire, according to the Purvapakshaj while according to the Biddhanta^ 
any cleaning of ordinary fire being absolutely useless, the Cleaning laid 
down must appertain only to such sacrificial fires, the ^ Ahavaniy a and 
the like. , , m 


ADHIKARANA (7). 


Treating of the Primary characier of the Stuti and the Hymns. 

(MahBndrddMharana). 

Sutra (13): “The Stuti and the Castra zxB suhservient^ 
exactly like the Yajya mantras,— because they distinctly signi- 
fy the Deity.” 

The case of the Stuti and the Castra has been infcrodtioed, as an 
exception to the general definition laid down in II — 8. By the 

word “ Stuti ’’ is meant a hymn; and the “ Castra also is a hymn which 
is made np of mantras that cannot be sung. A Hymn is that which 
describes the relationship subsisting between an object and its properties ; 
and as such, in the first instance, ifc is accomplished by such objects and 
•properties ; specially as in the absence of these the Hymn would be mere 
words, and as such not capable of being called a “ Hymn.” Of these two 
again, inasmuch as the properties described do not form part of the 
Action to be performed, they serve no useful purpose with regard to the 
Action; and as such they are taken absolutely as serving the purpose of 
completing the Hymn itself. Then the question arises — The Hymn thus 
accomplished, does it serve the purpose of bringing about an idea of the 
object hymned, and as such, is subservient to this latter ? or, is it some- 
thing independently by itself, leading to a certain transcendental result ? 
On this point we have the following 

PtJRVAPAKSHA. 

Inasmuch as we actually find the Hymns perceptibly bringing 
“ about a rememberance of (of the Deity) that serves to accomplish the 
‘‘sacrifice, we cannot but admit them to be subservient to such Deities.” 

SIDDHilsrTA. 

Sutra (14) : But in that case, the mention of the name of the 
Deity would have to he carried away by its meaning; because 
such mention is always subservient to the meaning. 

The Sfltra points out the fact of the Purvapahsha being contrary to 
other authoritative evidences. 
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That is to say, if the hjrmia in question consist} of a Manh^a^ the object 
described in which does not exist at the time, then this object would carry 
away the Hymn from its present context, and as such, there would be a 
setting aside of that which is directly laid down. For instance, in a case 
where we hare an Injunction laying down the use of a particular hymn on 
a particular occasion, if the Injunction happen to contain the name of a 
Deity— as in the case of a Hymn addressed to Indra being laid down as to 
be sung in connection with the MahBndragmha ” sacrifice, — the Injunc- 
tion would depend upon the Deity therein mentioned ; and hence in a case 
where that particular Deity (Indra) does not exist, (as in the case of the 
Mahendra sacrifice),— the particular Hymn will have to be carried away 
from the MoMndra sacrifice to another sacrifice where Indra might exist. 
And this would be a direct contradiction of what is authorised by the 
Order and Position of the Hymn, &c. The particular sequential Order 
that would be contradicted in the present instance is that in which 
the mantra is laid down as to be recited in the subsequent hymns; 
while the Position contradicted would be— either the mention of the 
Hymn by the Injunction of the or the particular Context in 

which they occur. 

Sutra (15) : Objection : ** But (in the instance cited) the 
word (that appears to make the Deity something quite different) 
would be only a qualificatory one,— exactly like the word * barren * 
(in the expression * Ajavasha *)•’* 

“ The above objection does not apply to the case in question. Because 
“a carrying away of the Mantra could be possible only if it mentioned 
‘‘something entirely different; in the case in question however, the 
“ Hymn in question belongs to the same Deity that is referred to by the 
“ name * MahSndra because the words ‘Indra’ and ‘Mahendra’ are 
“non-different. That is to say the Indra, that is hymned by the 
“ Hymns in question, is the same that is sacrificed to in the MakBridra 
“sacrifice; and as such the object referred to being actually present, 
“wherefore should there be any necessity of carrying it away from 
“its Context? Hor is it absolutely necessary for the Mantra to make 
“ mention of every minute detail of the object connected with the sacrifice ; 
“ because it is always found to mention something more or less than that, 
“ in accordance with its own expression or capability (and as such it does not 
“ matter if the Injunction of the Hymn speaks of Indra only, without the 
“qualification ‘Maha’). Consequently, the Hymn should be taken as 
“ pointing to Indra as a^art from any attributes^ because much significance 
“does not attach to the attributes, as the attributes are pointed out 
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by tlie coitfeezt itself all this being exactly similar to tlie pointing out 
of materials apart from qualifications. Kor does tlie Deity consist of tlie 
‘‘ word alone — as we sball sliow uudei* cliapters IX and X. [And bence 
“ Indra cannot be taken as di:fierent from Mahendra, simply on tbe ground 
“ of difierence between tbe words.] 

“Tims tbeoj it must be admitted tbat that w kick is mentioned by tbe 
word ‘ Indra ’ is tlxe same tbat is mentioned by tbe word ‘ Mabendra 
“specially as there is no reason for assuming the two to be distinot, 
“ Consequently, there being no ground for the charge of the improper 
“carrying away of the Hymns, these must be admitted to be the subser- 
“yient accessories (of the Deity 

Sutra (16): Reply; Not so; because it forms part of the 
scriptures. 

It has been urged above that the Hymns pointing to Indra, as apart 
from all qualifications, there is no need for any carrying away. But 
this is not so j because the carrying away of the hymns is by no means 
avoidable. 

For, if there were sufficient grounds for holding the identity of Indra 
and Mahendra, then alone would it not be necessary to carry away the 
Hymns ; as a matter ol fact, however, there is a distinct difference between 
the two. 

To explain — In the case of the word ^Mahendra ^ some people, seeking, 
to establish its identity with the word ‘ Indra,’ explain it etymologically 
thus : ‘ Mahan ^ ^ Indrah ’ ^Mahendrah (the Great Indra)> and then Ma- 

hendro cUvcitd asya ’ — ‘ Mahendra ’ (That sacrifice of which the Great Indra 
is the presiding Deity“ And in that case what the word ‘Mahendra’ 
would signify would be that of which the preceding Deity is Indra as endowed 
with the attrihide of greatness. But such a connotation is not possible j 
because the signification of a word taken as one complete whole is always 
more authoritative tlian that which is sanctioned by its etymological con- 
structions ; and hence the word ‘Mahendra’ more directly denotes a dis- 
tinct Deity in the shape of Mahendra, than it does the ‘ Great Indra.’ 

Then again, if the word ‘Mahendra’ is broken up etymologically 
(as shown above), there is a distinct syntactical split; and if, in 
order to avoid this split, the etymological explanation is not resorted to, 
then the word ‘ Mahendra ’ distinctly denotes something entirely different 
from Indra. 

Says the Bhashya, the nominal afixin “ Mahendra ” would not he possible 
if the word ‘ Indra ’ stood in the need of a mention of greatness ; and 
■what is meant by this is that it is not possible for us to take the word in 
its etymological sense. And the chief reason for this is that in the due 
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fanoHomng of a compound, as also iu that of the Nomiml A^Xy Ca^^ahility 
is always laid down as the necessary qualification. In case we have recourse 
to the etymology of tlie word the said qualification becomes impossible to 
get at, in both cases. ' 

That is to say, in the two sutras ‘ samarthah (Panini 

i-^iy H>Rd ^ samarthanmi py'citJiamadva^ {Ibid lY— i — 82), it is distinctly 
laid down that ^ sdmarthya' or cqpa6^7^% is the necessary qualification in 
the functioning of both the Compound and the ’N’ominal Affix. Con- 
sequently, in the absence of this capability, no functioning of any of these is 
possible. 

I. For instance, if the Compound and the Affix were simultaneously 
explained — that is to say, if the word ^MdhBndra’ were explained as ‘ MaTicin 
Indro devaid asya,^ then there would be no capability in either of these. Be- 
cause, if the chief stress were laid upon ‘ greatness ’ as being needed (by the 
word ‘ Indra ’), then this last word could not have any relationship with 
the Nominal Affix ; and, on the other hand, if the factor chiefiy needed 
were the Affix itself, then there eould be no connection with greatness. 

This ‘capability’ is explained by some to be in the shape of (I) 
^ehdrtMhMva ^ — the Identity of purpose, the fact of conjointly forming a 
single entity,— and by others as (2) ‘ vyapekslid ’ — ^.e., Eelationship based 
upon mutual requirements. And neither of these two is applicable to 
that which stands in need of something else. 

(1) That is to say, when one factor is independent of everything else-^ 
save the other factor in question, — then alone can there be any identity of 
purpose between these two. In a case, however, where one factor is 
distracted by other agencies, no such identity of purpose is possible; 
As a matter of fact, it is only when two objects are not distracted on 
many sides, that they can rightly be said to be dependent on one another, 
which is not possible when they are so distracted ; because in a case of 
such distraction, our perceptive faculties fail to function rightly. That 
object, which is pointed out conjointly by the two parts of a word as 
equipped with the two characteristics, is always the same that is pointed to 
by each of these parts independently by itself. When, however, there 
happens to be a dependence upon others, there is always a doubt in the 
matter, and the whole does not point to any one definite end. Thus then, 
in the case in question, there is no possibility of a capability in the shape 
oi identity of purpose. 

(2) As for the capability in the form of Tyapehslid (Relationship based 
upon mutual requirements) — the word ‘ VyapeksM ’ itself distinctly points 
to the absence of Apehshd (dependence on others) ; and as such there can 
be no room for it, in a case where the dhject depends upon other factors ; 
and hence any such capability not possible in the case in question. 

69 
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That is to say, that which depends upon others can never he spoken of as 
‘ ’ (free from dependence). 

Thus then, there being no chance for the capability of any of the two 
kinds, it becomes absolutely impossible for either the Compound or the 
Nominal affix to function in the matter. These ai'e the discrepancies 
in the case of the word ‘Mahendra’ being all at once explained as 
^ MahS^n Indrah devatd asyaJ 

11. If, however, the functionings of the Compound and the Affix he 
explained separately, one after the other, then, inasmuch as the words will 
have to he often times repeated, there would be a split of the sentence ; 
because in that case, after we have expounded the Compound, it will be 
necessary for us to give utterance again to the two words ‘ Mahat ’ and 
‘ Indra. / It is with a view to this that the Bhashya has declaimed — The 
word \Indra^ when taken tip by the functioning of the A fix cannot be connected 
with ^greatness" The sense of this is that when the word ‘Indra^ would 
be taken with the Affix it would be broadened (changed into ‘Aindra*) 1 
and as for ‘ greatness*, inasmuch as it is always connected with a dis- 
tinct substance, it could have nothing to do with the word ‘ Indra,* which, 
as already forming part of the word ‘ Aindra^^ occupies only a secondary 
position. That is to say, in that case we would have the form ‘ Mahaindra,* 
the qualification ‘great* having nothing to do with Indra, because that 
which occupies a secondary position, and as such has its own denotation ' 
suppressed, cannot be connected with any other qualifications. 

The declaration of the Bhashya — ivhen tahen up by the functioning 
of the Gompoundf &o., &c.^ — refers to the ‘ split of the sentence ’ mentioned 
above. 

Thus then, having explained the improbability of any gradual func- 
tioning, the Bhashya again brings forward the theory of simultaneous 
functioning, but only with a view to point out other discrepancies in the 
theory. 

In accordance with the maxim propounded in the Sutra I — iv — 8, there 
would be another syntactical split consequent upon the fact of the word 
Indra’ being the predominant factor with reference to ‘ greatness,’ 
while it occupies a subordinate position with reference to the Nominal 

■■•Affix. ■ ' . . 

And there would be yet another syntactical split, on account of the 
Injunction having to serve the double purpose of pointing out greatness 
as the qualification of Indra, and that of declaring Indra to be the Deity 
of the sacrifice. For instance, what the Injunctive affix will have to do 
would be to point out — ^(1) that Indra is qualified by ‘ greatness ’ and (2) 
that ‘ Indra * is related to the material offered at the sacrifice; and this 
would lead to an inevitable syntactical split, 
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For these reasons, the word ‘ Mahendra ’ cannot he explained as that 
Indra is the deity of the sacrifice, and that Indra is qualified by greatness^ 
What is possible is that the word be taken as one independent whole, 
independently of the component parts ; as in that case alone could the 
IsTominal Affix be rightly explained. And thus it is established that 
Mahendra is a deity other than Indra. 

Nor can it be ui'ged that Indra himself came to be called ‘ Mahendra,’ 
the ‘ Great Indra,’ after he had performed the grand feat of killing VrUra^ 
because in that case the Yeda, in which the word ‘Mahendra’ occurs, 
would have a beginning in time. Consequently the mention of the killing 
of Vrttra must be taken as only eulogising ‘ Mahendra,’ which is a name 
eternal and complete in itself . 

Suti^a (17X Also because of names. 

That is to say, Indra must be distinct from Mahendra, because of the 
difference in their names. Thus alone could there be any restriction with 
regard to the Mantras in question ; as otherwise there would be an option ; 
and as such in one case, the mantra would be set aside from its legitimate 
purpose. And if there were no difference between Indra and Mahendra, 
the only purpose that the' mention of two distinct Mantras could serve 
would be to bring about a transcendental result, which is not allowable in 
the case. 

Therefore, just as the Sun, <&c., are different from Indra, so also is 
Mahendra ; and as such it would he absolutely necessary to carry away the 
Hymn elsewhere (as shewn above). 


(Thus ends the exposition of ilie Adhikarana in accordance with the 
Bhashya), 


The Vartika, however, takes exception to the above, and brings forward 
the following arguments against it 

If we have recourse to the above explanation, and if the Nominal Affix 
were regarded as possible only in case the word were taken as one complete 
whole, then in that case, the same would be the case with such words as 
^ Agnlshomlya^ and the like ; and the word ‘ ’ could not be 

taken as pointing to the two deities Agni and Soma; and as snch no 
action could have two presiding deities (which would set at nought all 
the rules of atidBga^ &o., laid down below). That is to say, just as 
in the case of the word ‘ Mahendra,’ neither a gradual nor a simultaneous 
functioning of the Compound and the Affix is possible, on account of the 
word ‘ Indra ’ standing in need of ‘ greatness ’ and the Affix, — so, in the 
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same manner, ‘ Soma ’ standing in need of ‘ Agni,’ tliere could be no Affix 
(in tbe word ^ Agnishomtya^) ; and wben it would stand in need of tbe 
Affix, there could be no compounding with ‘Agni.’ So also, if tbere 
be a gradual functioning— one after the other — of the Compound and the 
Affix, a repeated utterance would be necessary; and this would lead to 
a syntactical split; because, as shown above in the case of the word 
^Mahendra,’ when the word would be taken up by one functioning, 
it could not be taken up by another ; and as before, there would be a 
diirersity in the character of the word ‘ Soma,’ which would be the 
predominant factor in one case, and the subordinate element in another ; 
and so also the Injunotiye Affix would have to refer to more than one 
object. Thus, in short, all the objections that have been shown above, 
as applying to the case of the word ^ Mahendra^^ would apply to the case 
of the word ^ Ag^iisliomlya^ also; and hence this word also will have 
to be taken as one whole in itself ; and consequently there would never 
be any case of any sacrifice having two presiding deities. 

But it is by no means possible for words like these to be spoken 
of as conventional wholes by themselves, because everywhere in the 
scriptures, the particular actions are laid down as having two presiding 
'deities. 

' For instance -^(1) in course of the ednsideration of the texts dealing 
with the ‘quartering’ of the ‘dgn^i/a ’ cake, the ’ and the 

^ Pushcb^ra^pishta/ we shall explain how the words ‘ agneya,’ &c., which 
point to Agni alone as the deity, are incapable of including the 
‘ AindrSigna,^ the ‘ Agmsliomiya^^ &c., which point to Agni, &o., as the 
deities, only in the company of some other deity. (That is to say, 
the Aindragna cake cannot be treated in the way that is prescribed 
for the ‘ Agniya ’ cake ; for if the word ‘ AgnBya ’ were to refer to the 
‘ Amdrdgna ’ also, then, inasmuch as the word ^ Agni ’ would be dependent 
upon ‘ Indra^^ there could foe no nominal Affix in the word ‘ Agneya*) If 
these words were conventional wholes, what would be dependent upon what P 
(2) So too we shall show later on that Aindm^^amhuaiB held to be 
subsidiary to the Agnuhomlya^ &c,, on the sole ground of both of them 
having two presiding Deities (and this would not be possible if the words 
did not signify the presence of two Deities). (8) Similarly in the case of 
the sentence ‘ Medha^atibhyam medliam^* we shall show how two siguifica* 
tions are accepted, as explained under IX — iii — 35. And again, (4) it 

will be shown nnder the ‘ ManotadMkatana ’ (X — iv — 42) that in the case 
where Agui and Soma are the deities, Agni alone is not a deity, though both 
are intimately related to the Action. - (5) It is not quite reasonable for us 
to deny such etymological changes in the compound ‘ Agni -f Soma ’ as are 
due solely to the fact of its foi^ming a duality of deities — such changes, /.i., 
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as the lengfciienirig of the S’ and the change of ‘sa’ into Sha ’ (as ac- 
cording to Panini Yl—iii — 37, and YIII — iii — 82, respectively). If no 
authority be attached to grammatical rules, then the rule laying down the 
addition of affixes, denotative ot Agni, &c., being the deity, would also be 
unauthoritative, and as such Agni, Soma, &c., would cease to be known as 
deities. If, however, this latter fact is admitted, then on exactly the same 
grounds, it would be necessary to admit the duality of the deities also. 
And as such the word cannot be taken as a complete whole in itself in- 
dependently of its component parts. 

Por the same reasons, it is not right to assei‘t that the Dz;am'?ra-Com- 
pound in ‘ could be explained as compounded, only for the 

sake of accentuation, &c., and having no other significance, as we have in 
the case of the words ^ Agvaharna^ (the name of a plant) and the like. 
Because a grammatical rule can be said to be for the mere sake of certain 
modifications of accentuation, &c., and to have no other significance, only 
in a case where the senses conveyed by the word be, in some way or other, 
not in keeping with a well- recognised fact of ordinary perception. 

In the case of the words ^ Mahat^ and * it is certainly necessary 

to assume a distinct significance for each (because we do not find any 
disagreement from a perceived fact); and inasmuch as these words 
signify, one the qiialification and the other iha qimlifiedy we come to the 
conclusion that one word qualifies the other. And as soon as these words 
are pronounced together, we are at once led, by our previously- acquired 
notion of their relationship, to the joint cognition of the one as qualified 
by the other ; and there is nothing to set aside this joint cognition. Nor is 
there any reasonable ground for assuming, for the compound, any sigui- 
ficauce, apart from those of the component words. Then again, it is only 
when the whole word by itself has been duly established as complete in itself, 
independently of the component words, that the denotation of this word, as 
such a whole, would set aside that which is provided by the component 
words (in case of course the two happen to be mutually contradictory). 
But no such word could be taken to be a duly established entity by itself, 
until we actually found it used as such, apart from having anything to do 
with the signification of its component parts. 

And further, we find a great difficulty in believing in the existence of 
Indra ; and it would entail a much greater difficulty to assume the existence 
of another and analtogether distinct deity in the shape of Mahendra. 

As a matter of fact, we find that even in the case of a perceptible 
object, there can be no reasonable ground fo-r assuming a multiplicity of 
denotative potencies for a word ; and it would be very much more 
unreasonable to make any such assamption in a case where the very object — 
MaMndraiA. — has got to be assumed. We accept the existence of an 
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object in the shape of Indra, simply on the ground that, otherwise, the use 
in the Teda of the word ‘ Indra ’ would not be explicable. And thus if the 
use of the word ‘ Mahendra' too were equally inexplicable, then alone we 
could have any ground for assuming the existence of an object in the shape 
of Maheiidra. As a matter of fact however, the use of the word ‘ Mahendra ^ 
is quite explicable, as based upon the well-recognised denotations of the 
two words * Mahat ’ and ‘ Indra ' ; and hence the word is found to convey an 
idea of the same Indra as qualified by * greatness ’ ; and as such there is no 
ground for assuming the existence of any other object. And hence it is 
proved that Mahendra is none other than Indra qualified hy greatness. 

Further, when we expound the fuctioning of the Compound first 
and then explain that of the Affix, there is no incapability pertaining to 
anything; because at the actual time of the functioning of the compound, 
or that of the Affix, — there is nothing else that the factor stands in need 
of. Nor is there any syntactical split due to repeated utterance ; because 
all that we do, by the repeated utterance, in expounding the compound, 
is to give expression to the many meanings that are expressed by the word 
pronounced but once. The word ‘Ifa/igwdm’ has a double functioning 
in the shape of the Compound and in that of the Affix ; each of these func- 
tionings represents a distinct sentence ; and it is the meanings of these two 
sentences that we give distinct expression to by the expounding of the 
Compound and the explanation of the hearing of the Affix. And as for the 
repetition that we have recourse to, in the re- expounding, it is not that of 
any Vedic sentence ; because there is no such Yedic sentence as ^JCa/idwf- 
cdsdvindragca, MahBndro dBvatd asyait MahBndrahJ^ Nor is it the Vedic word 
itself that is so disjoined; because all disjunction being brought about by 
human agency, the word ceases to be Vedic altogether. The fact is that 
in the Veda, the word ‘ Mahendrah ’ occurs in its own complete form ; and it 
is only the meaning of this word that is explained by means of the afore- 
said disjoiniugs and etymological explanations &c., proceeding from human 
sources. 

As a matter of fact, words are endowed with various potencies, bring- 
ing about as they do, the cognitions of one or many meanings. And the 
meaning of a word is explained, sometimes by means of another word, 
and sometimes by means of a sentence, and that too being one or many, 
consisting of two or more words. For instance, the meaning of the word 
‘ Fiha ’ is explained by ‘ KoJcila ‘ Aupagava ’ is explained as ‘ tbe son 
of Upagu,’ or as ‘ one who was produced by Upagu from out of his 
wife.’ The verb ^pacaii^ (PurasmaijpacZa— Present Tense, Third Person, 
Singular) is explained as ‘ the action of cooking, affecting another person, as 
being accomplished at the present time, by the agent who is one— the action 
extending over many moments.’ And certainly, in these explanations, 
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tliere is no syiitactical split. iJ^or is tlie explanation found to refer 
to any portion that is not denoted by the word explained. In the same 
manner, when the meaning of the word ^Maliendra^ happens to be ex- 
plained by persons cognisant of the various signications of words, who 
employ one or more words of their own, without touching the Vedic text 
itself— where is there a symtactical split? For onr own sentence, even if 
uttered a hundred times, would not vitiate the Yedic sentence. And when 
the meaning of the Veda is explained, the word itself does not become 
human. And when a certain fact is being spoken of by a man, it is ne- 
cessary that it should be spoken of in a certain order of sequence, and that 
too in accordance with the due sequence of the roots and affixes — f,u 
‘ Mahan^casmindrah, ; and certainly, in this there is no dependence upon 
other factors. 

Then again, even in the case of one factor depending upon another 
facte, there is every ground for there being a Compound, provided the 
former be the predominant factor ; consequently if the word ^Indra^ were 
dependent upon the Jlominal Affix, it could be very well compounded, be- 
cause of the fact of its being the predominant factor, with regard to 
‘ greatness. ” 

Thus then, even though, in case of the simultaneous functionings (of 
the Compound and the Affix), there is nothing incongruous in the fact 
of the factors being dependent upon other factors, yet the functioning in 
question is gradual. Because the word ‘ hzdm/ though dependent upon 
the Affix, is yet compounded on acconnfc of its predominant character ; and 
when dependent upon greatness it becomes subordinate, and hence the 
functioning of the Affix has to come in later on. That is to say, in a case 
where the predominant factor is dependent upon something else, the func- 
tioning must be one of this kind ; and hence it is the compounding that 
comes in first. If, however’, after the compounding has been done, the 
functioning be held to come in its wake, of its own accord,— then the result 
would be that Indra by itself would be connected with the Affix; and on 
the other hand, the same pure Indra would come to be compounded; and 
as such we would have, for the deity in question, Indra alone, without any 
qualifications ; and as such the mention of the qualification ‘ great ’ would 
become absolutely useless. Nor is it possible to assert that, as in the case 
of the S’ed one-year-old cow,Vso in that of ‘Indra’ and ‘Mahat’ also, 
the two coalesce in the denotation of the Affix, and as such serve to limit 
one another. Because whei’e there is no Action in question, there can be 
no such simultaneous coalescence. Nor is it possible for that which is not 
an Action to draw within itself any qualifications. Even if it could so draw 
them in, it would come to denote the fact of ‘ Mahat^ and ‘ Indra ’ denot- 
ing two deities. And then, the words ‘ Mahat ’ and ‘ Indra ’ being more 
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iEaH one, wlien not compounded, there would be no possibility of the 
Affix that we do actually find in it, because this affix is laid down as ^com- 
ing in only when the Deity in question is one (and hence the word 
yMaMndm^ would be possible only in case MaMndra were one deity, and 
not if the word ‘ Mahendra’ contained the names of two distinct deities). 
And again, if the words ^ Mahai’ sund ^ Indm^ were two distinct Nouns, 
with independent declensional affixes, then there could be no such noun ^ 
as ^ Mahendray and hence no chance for the affix in question ; and if there 
are no such Nouns ending in declensional affixes, then they could not 
form a compound. 

For these reasons, simultaneous functioning is not possible ; and hence 
through the aforesaid gradual functioning, we conclude that the object 
signified by the Compound itself is the deity. And consequently 
in thopix Indr a qualified hy greatness. 

Thus then, we find that for reasons above explained, the Puwapahsha 
position appears to be quite reasonable j and hence we must have recourse 
to another line of argument with a view to its effectual refutation. 

And this we are going to do now, in expounding what we shall call— 

SIDDHANTA (B). 

As a matter of fact, the Deity enters into the sacrifice, not in its 
material form, but in the verbal (is.i in the form in which it happens to 
be mentioned in the scriptural Injunction) j consequently, inasmuch as it is 
by the word ‘ ’ that the Deity is mentioned, we cannot but 

accept MaMndro, m the Deity, Even if the meauings of the two words 
* Jndr a ’ and ‘ * be identical, — the deity in the particular sacri- 

fice in question must be that which is spoken of by tlie word ‘ Malimdra ^ 
in accordance with the law laid down under Sutra: ' Vidhigahdasya mantra» 
tvdy ^c.y (X“iv-23)~ and none other. And hence the character of the 
deity could not belong even to those mentioned by such names as ‘ FrZia- 
dindray &c., — words that are more akin to ‘ Mahendra * than ‘ Indra,’ — 
to say nothing of such other words as ‘ Indra^ and the like. 

When we find a certain Deity in a certain form laid down in con- 
nection with a certain sacrifice,— even though the Deity be the object 
denoted, and not the merely Verbal form, yet, if we find the slightest 
difference from it in another otherwise expressed, we cannot admit this to 
be the Deity of that sacrifice. 

. That is to say, the character of the Deity is such as is not cognisable by 
the ordinary means of cognition, Sense-perception and the like ; and 
hence the only means of knowing it is afforded by Yedic Injunction alone ; 
hence we can be assured of the. fact of the sacrifice having been performed 
in due accordance with the Injunction in the Veda, only when we actually 
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find tkafc the Deity invoked has been exactly the same as is tberein laid 
down. If however, the slightest difference is made in that, — the fnnc*^ 
tioning of the Injunction having ceased with the laying down of the real 
Deity, &o. — , we will have to look for another authority for this slightly 
different Deity; but as a matter of fact, there is mo such authority ; and 
as such the invocation of that Deity cannot but be unauthoritative. 
{This will be explained later on, where it is shown that * Agni is the Deity 
of the Ashtahapala^ and not of the Ajya’ (because with regard to the 
latter Agni is not laid down as the Deity). In accordance with this rule 
(1) when the Injunction has spoken of Iiidra as the Deity, the deific 
character cannot be attributed to Agni, — (2) when Indra is laid down as 
the Deity oi Soma, He cannot he the Deity of the Oake,— (3) when Indra 
is laid down as the Deity of the pounded Soma, He cannot be the Deity 
of the creeper itself, — (4) when pure Indra is laid down as the deity, we 
cannot have him as qualified by some attributes ; — so in the same manner, 
when we find the Injunction laying down the qualified ^ Great-Indra ’ 
(Mahendra) as the Deity, we cannot invoke Indra alone. 

Another reason for this is that, inasmuch as in the Injunction in ques- 
tion, the Deity is predicated of something else, due significance must be 
attached to its qualifications and adjuncts : specially as no such significance 
could be attached to them, only in case the Deity were that with regard 
to which something else was predicated. That is to say, if in the matter 
of the relationship expressed by the nominal affix (in “ the 

Deity were that with regard to which it was predicated, then we could 
not attach any importance to the mention of its attributes. If, however, 
the Deity were not predicated, it would not have the character of the 
Deity, and hendo we cannot but admit it to be predicated. And as such, 
due significance must be attached to its qualifications ; and hence the 
removal of the qualification would do away with the very character of tbe 
Deity, For instance, in such sentences as — ^Hhe white-clothed person 
should be fed,^ ‘ the red-turbaned priests pass along,* ‘ the person with 
the stick repeated the Praisha Mantras ,* — if we take away the qualification, 
what is left behind ceases to form a material part of the Sacrifice. If 
however, the qualifications were such as having something else predicated 
of them — f.i,, “ bring in those that have white clothing ** — the men 
could very reasonably be brought even without the white clothing (which 
they might lay aside before coming in)* Hence, in the case in question, 
even if the Deity were to enter into the sacrifice, in its material form, we 
could not accept it as without its qualification ; as a matter of fact, however, 
we find that it helps the sacrifice, in its verbal form, — and consequently 
anything else, that would be mentioned by a word apart from the Injunc- 
tion, could nob be recognised as the prescribed Deity. 
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And fartilier, when the Deity is mentioned by means of a compoTiadj 
it would not be open to the fault of the Injunction referring to more than 
one tiling. Hence the Deity that wonld belong to the ^ MahBndra'- gr aha ^ 
could never be mentioned by the word * Indra,^ That which is mentioned 
by tins latter word can never be the Deity of that sacrifice ; and as such 
in the case of an injunction of this sacrifice, any mention of that Deity 
would be absolutely useless. 

Thus then we find that the sense of Sutra 16 comes to be that the 
cognition of the Deity depends upon actual verbal expression; and the 
fact of a certain word expressing the Deity comes to be accepted only if it 
is found that such expression is in keeping with the character of the 
Nominal Affix. Hence we conclude that there is a distinct difference between 
the deities Indra and Mahendra. 

Question , : But how do you reconcile the Bhashya with the above 
explanation ? 

JEtejgVy t is as follows: What the PurvapaJcsJil urges is that 
there is no necessity of carrying aside the Hymn in question. And for 
one who holds that the mantra mentioning ‘ Indra ’ need not be removed 
from the ‘ MdhBndra * sacrifice, — inasmuch as it would be absolutely use- 
less to have expressed a Deity that is not needed in the Action, it must be 
desirable to admit that simply Jwdra is the Deity pointed out. But no 
such admission can be made by his mere wish; nor is there any other 
authority for its acceptance ; because the only authoritative means of 
knowing the Deity, in the present case, is the Nominal Affix that we meet 
with in the passage laying down the ‘ MaJiBndra ’ sacrifice ; and this occurs 
in the ‘‘ MahStidra^* only. If this Nominal Affix were rent apart from the 
compound, and explained along with the word “ Indra only, then, in that 
case, the mention of the Deity would be in keeping with the direct deno- 
tation of the Maw^ra. 

It is this position of the opponent that the Bhashya takes for granted, 
and hence it speaks of the word “ Indra as withdrawn from the word 
‘ Md^hendra,^ in the passage : that Indra is the Deity is cognised hy the 
presence of the Affix ^ while, as a matter of fact, inasmuch as the word 
“ Indra stands in need of “ greatness,” so long as the compounding is 
not done, the word ^ Indra* remains the subordinate factor, and as such 
incapable of any contact with the Nominal Affix. 

Says the Bhashya : “ Whe^i depending on contact with the nominal 
affix, And the sense of this is that, though the compounding is 

quite possible when the principal factor is dependent upon something else, 
there is room for the nominal affix when it is in the pure condition of the 
Noun; but at the time that the affix appears, there being no declensional 
ending, no compounding would be possible. Thus then, the rule laid 
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down by Patanjali — that oompotmding is possible also when the factor 
dependent upon something else bappens to be the predominant on© • — 
applies to those cases in which a Noun with a declensional ending, stand- 
ing apart, stands in need of another word which is capable of being con- 
nected with it, — as for instance ‘ Bdjpurushah gohhanah, ’ 

If there were a need of the Nominal Affix, before the compounding 
was done, then w© would have to admit the appearance of the affix along 
with a sentence (in the form of ^ Mahan Indmli^). On the other hand, if 
the affix were attached to the word ^ Indra^ only, then the qualification 
{greatness) would fail to enter into it. 

As for the gradual functioning (one after the other) of the Compound 
and the Affix, you do not admit of it. If the affix were attached in the 
first instance — ie., before the coming in of the word ^ Mahai^—ihetij we 
would be open to the two objections urged above (Text, p. 397) — viz : (T) 
the greatness would apply to the material of the sacrifice, and not to the 
Deity, which would become the subordinate factor ; and (2) the final shape 
of the word would be ' Mahaindra^ and not ‘ M^hSndra P 

The mere word ‘ Indr a, ^ when functioning along with the Compound, 
could not be related to the nominal Affix. (This is what the Bhashya 
means ). Fdh these reasons, it will have to be admitted that in the single 
word, the relationship (between ‘ Indr a ^ and ‘ Mahat ^ and the Affix) comes 
in all at once. And then, in accordance with the Sutra I — iv — 8, w© would 
as before be open to the objection of the diversity in the character of Indra 
(it being the predominant factor in relation to ‘ greatness ’ while subordi- 
ate in relation to the affix). 

Says the Bhashya i It is clear that Mahendra is something totally dis- 
tinct from Indra. And the sense of this is that, prior to the compounding, 
the Injancfcion is one of more than one object, Le., greatness and Indra 
this would also be got at from the words of the complete compound itself, 
and this would lead to a syntactical split, which is avoided by having 
recourse to compounding. 

Therefore^ says the Bhashya, the deity in question is not {mere) Indra 
unqualified by greatness, (but the qualified Indra). This would be the sense 
of the Bhashya, if we read it as ‘ amahaUvavigishtah if, however, we read 
* mahattvavigishtah, ’ the meaning would be that the deity is not that which 
is mentioned by the mere word y Indra f but that which is spoken of by that 
word qualified hj^ Mahat specially because the affix in question would 
be possible only if the noun were in the form of a compound. 

Says the Bhashya — Not by the relationship of the component parts i and 
this should not be taken as absolutely denying the etymological meaning 
of the word ; all that it means is that the affix does not appear by means 
of the relationship of the component parts, because it is absolutely 
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impossible for any such part to be t?ithdrawn from the compound (for 
the propose of bein^ attached to the affix). 

Says the Bhashya- — Therefore it must he a distinct deity. That is to say, 
even thoxigh the object Indra is one only, yet the two are spoken of as distinct 
deities, on account of the difference between the unqualified 
and the qualified (“ For instance, we find the same man 

to be an itncZe and a preceptor ; and he is spoken of differently, accord- 
ing as the particular^requirements of the time may refer to the one or the 
other phase of his character. 

As for the Vedio sentence ‘‘it was after Indra had killed l^rttra that 
he came to be called MahBndra ^’ — the Purvapakshi thinks that (even in 
the case of the ^ MdhBndragraha*) mere Indra having been previously 
recognised as the Deity, what the qualification ‘great’ does is to subse- 
quenty eulogise the character of the previously recognised Deity, and it does 
not enter into the deific character itself. The reply to this is clear in the 
Bhashya itself. ■ 

Mahendra thus being known as a deity, distinct (from Indra), it is mere 
groping in the dark, to make such bold assertions as that— ‘ the word 
Mah§nd7^a points to mere Indra as the deity,’ ‘ the mere word Indra points 
to the qualified Mah§ndra as the deity,’ ‘ even though the Injunction 
distinctly mentions the qualified Mahendra, yet the character of the deity 
belongs to mere Indra,’ ‘though the word used be ^ Indra ^ only, yet the 
deific character belongs to the qualified ‘ Mahendra,’ and so forth. ITone 
of these assertions are reasonable. 

Consequently it must be admitted that the Hymns in question will 
have to be carried away to that place where there is a complete harmony be. 
tween the Injunction and the Mantra (i e., a place where would be the 
Deity), — if we were to accept the Hymn to be subservient to the Deity (ie., 
if we take the Mantra as pointing to the Deity), as held by the Purvapaksha, 
Whereas in accordance with our theory, the Hymn is a principal action 
by itself, leading to a distinct transcendental result ; and as such capable 
of being taken along with any and every deity; as iii all cases it 
would, by means of its own specific transcendental result, help in the 
completion of the saciufice ; (and there would, in this case, be no need of 
carrying away the Hymn). 

Sutra (18) : The mention of the qualification too would be 
absolutely useless. 

Whether the qualification be eternal or transient (-i.e., natural 
caused), if it be takeu only as eulogising Indra, and not as entering into 
his deific character, then its mention (in the sentence MaMndrgraha^ &o.’ ) 
would be absolutely useless. Because the only purpose for which a deity 
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is spoken of or enjoined is to show how the particular Action coiild be 
performed with reference to Him. And whether the qualification 
down or not, when the performance of the Action would be quite possible 
with regard to mere Tndra, there would be no use of laying down the quali- 
fication. 

And further, the qualification not being included (in the Deity itself), 
it could only be mentioned after the Injunction of the Deity; or it would 
ha^re to be mentioned as describing the Deity. But for you neither could 
be possible; because of the ‘ qualified Indra’ not having been mentioned 
anywhere else. That is to say, the relationship of mere Indra with the 
particular * graha' (the Maliendra) is not laid down anywhere; and 
hence it could not be possible for the qualification to be laid down solely 
with a view to the description of Indra contained therein ; on the other 
hand, we have never found any such Deity as ‘ Dreat Indra Maid down ; 
and as such it is not possible for ‘ greatness ’ to he spoken of as serving 
the purpose of pointing out a particular Deity. And thus the mention 
in the passage in question, of the word ‘ Mahendra, ’ being such as is not 
found elsewhere, we must admit it to he the Injunction of a distinct Deity. 

Sutra (19): So also with regard to the Yajya and the 
Puroruc. 

The difierence of names in these also is to be explained in the same 
way as thtit in the foregoing Mantra. That is to say, it is only in accord- 
ance with the aforesaid explanation that we could explain the separate 
mention of the TojydandtheF'uronuvahya, 

Sutra (20) s In the case of the 'barren goat,V we perceive 
the object as actually existing. 

[It has been urged above in Sutra 15, that the object laid down as the 
‘ barren goat ’ is subsequently spoken of as ‘ goat ’ only, and hence the 
qualification * barren,’ and also ‘ great, ’ must betaken as qualifying the 
object, and not as having any indepetiident significance.] But the fact is 
that such objects as the ‘barren goat’ and the like, help the sacrifice, by 
their material forms ; and as such all their specifications being directly 
perceptible, when it is found that the purpose is equally served by the 
use of a generic form ‘ goat ’ only, the does not attach much im- 

portance to the actual words (“ barren goat”) employed in the foregoing 
Injunction. 

Sutra (21): Objection: "'There may be (a carrying away 
of the Hymn in question) to an action wherever mere Indra might 
be the Deity ; and as a distinctly useful purpose would be served 
by it (there can be nothing objectionable in it). ” 
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Tlie may be interpreted in two ways : L **Tbe Purvapakslia 

could be rightly renounced only if it were found to be opposed to a 
‘‘ strong authority. As a matter of fact, howeyer, it is not so ; because 
“the authority of (Indicative Power) of the words of a Hymn 

“is certainly much stronger than that of Order or Context, &o, ; and hence 
“ we cannot very well give up the Furvapahsha theory,’’ 

II. “ The word ‘ Indra ’ being a part of the word ‘ MahSndra ’ could 
“be taken as signifying the sense of the latter compound ; as by so doing 
“we reconcile the otherwise contradictory bearings of the Liiiga midi the 
“ Krama ; just as we have in the case of the word ‘ Agni ’ as occurring in 
“ the 3Ia7ioW (Yide X— iv — 42). That is to say, it would not be neces- 
“sary to remove the Hymn, as on account of close proximity, we could 
“ accept the part ‘ Indra’ to indicate the whole ‘ Mahendra ’ ; specially 
“as in so doing we avoid the contradiction hetween Linga dmd Krama, 
“ and also the necessity of having to assume a transcendental result (for 
“the Hymn). For instance, in the case of the Agmshomiya, though we 
“ find the word ‘ Agni ’ alone in the Ma^iota Mantra, yet finding, from, con- 
“text, that it forms part of a compound Agmshoma*), we accept it 
“as indicating Soma also, and as such affording the sense of the whole 
“compound. 

“Consequently there is nothing incompatible, even if we do not 
“ remove the Hymn from its place.” 

Sutra {22)1 Reply | TMs could not be the case with those 
(Mantras) that are directly laid down. 

As a matter of fact we find that in many places we do not find 
the same meaning in all the Mantras that are laid down in that connec- 
tion, when these latter are removed from that context. For instance, in 
the case of the sentence ‘ ymnyah gansanti^ and the like,— inasmuch 
as Yama is not the Deity of the other Grahas, if the Mantras laid down 
in that context were to be removed from there, they could not point to 
him. And as in that case the very injunction of these would be useless, 
it would be necessary to admit tbe fact of their leading to transcenden- 
tal results. And this may be said of all similar cases (as the one in 
question). And hence we cannot accept the Hymn to be merely subser- 
vient to the Deity. 

Sutra (23) : Objection: But we actually perceive it.'* 

(This Sutra proceeds to show that the removing of the Mantra would 
not make any Injunction useless). 

“ Though Yama, &c., are not the Deities of the grahas, yet they could 
“ he indicated by the Mantras, as being of use in other actions. For 
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■^ mstance— (1) tile is used in the as it is therein 

/‘ laid down that the Fire is he drawn in with the Manduha suhta; (2) 

“ the is employed in the Bdjasuya, as therein, it is laid down 

“ that the gambling is done with the dice (aJcsha) ; (3) the Mushikdsuhta 
“ is employed in the EhMaginly as in this the sentence ^ akhiistB^ &o. , 
“having described the connection of a certain place, this makes the 
“ Hymn one eulogising that place. As for the ‘ KuslmmhhaJca ’ and other 
“ hymns, if we do not find any particular use of these, we can accept them 
“ as having their use in those oases where the general .term Mantra is 
“used in the Injunction (and no particular Manti'a is specified) ; as for 
“instance, we find that all Mantras are laid down as to be employed in 
“ the Fi^ca^^oma. So too in the case of the sacrifice, it is laid 

“ down that in case the sun should rise before the sacrifice is finished, all 
a Yerses should be recited (as an expiatoi^y rite). In cases like these, 
“however, inasmuch as we find that the Mantras laid down do not 
“ mention any object that appears in the sacrifice in its material form, 

“ we have to accept the fact of their leading to transcendental results. 

“ But because a transcendental result is admitted in one case, that is 
‘“o reason, why we should reject a visible purpose, even when it is pre- 
“ sent, and always assume a transcendental one. For instance, because 
“ the reciting of the YazsJinavi verse is found to serve only a transcen- 
“ dental purpose it does not follow that only transcendental results fol- 
“ low also from that of the Ydfyd and the like, which are found to serve 
“distinctly visible purposes.” 

Sutra (24:): Reply: Because of the fact of the direct men- 
tion (of the Genitive, &c.), the words * stauti ' and * 9 ansati' ap- 
pearing in the context, would have to be taken as having their use 
in bringing about distinct transcendental results (Apurvas). 

It has been urged that like the word ‘ Agni ’ in the Mauotd, the word 
‘ Indra ’ would indicate the sense of the compound, ‘ Mahendra. ’ But this 
is not correct, because there being nothing incompatible in the directly ex- 
pressed meaning of the word ‘Indra,’ there is no reason why it should 
give up its direct denotation, (and take to indirect Indication)? And then 
again, as it would always be possible, by some sort of an indirect indi- 
cation, to find a visible result for all that is held to be leading to trans- 
cendental results, — this pi’ocess of interpretation is by no means allow- 
able. 

Then it has been urged that there would be nothing wrong, even if 
thp Hymn were removed from its place. But it is not so; because Direct 
Assertion, as defined by Proximity, distinctly points to the fact of the 
H^inn in question forming a part and parcel of the collection of Hymns 
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with wHoli it is mentioned. And as for the lanctioning of it 

can liave no injuncMve potency, until the reoogaition of a generalrela- 
ilonship (between the Mantra and the Deity). 

That is to say, if the case were such that it was absolutely definitely 
ascertained that the Hymn serves a visible pui'pose, — in that case alone 
could the Direct Assertion, defined by Proximity, be set aside. 
When, however, the case is such that it is only after tlie Hymn has been 
employed that its use is sought after, and the commencement of the action 
does not depend upon the use.— then the Hymn having been employed 
in accordance with the authority of Order aud Proximity, it does not 
matter whether we assume a visible or au in visible result. As for the 
Hymn, when removed from its place, we do not find any reason 
for employing it in any other place. As for Linga, all that it could do by 
its power of pointing to the Deity, would be to point out the form of the 
Deity (and not its relationship with any action) ; and in that case it 
would become absolutely useless, Linga can have nothing to do with 
regard to the expression of any relationship between the Deity and the 
Action. As a matter of fact, Linga is found to have an actually enjoin- 
ing force, only when the general relationship of the Deity with the Ac- 
tion has been defined by some Mantra or other, — and then there arising the 
question as to how the Deity would help the Action, what ihe Linga does 
is to point out the character of the Deity, thereby showing forth in what 
way that Deity is capable of helping the Action, In the casein ques- 
tion, however, we do not find any ground for such general relationship. 
Consequently if the Hymns are removed from these places, they cannot 
but become useless ; and hence it is only right to accept the fact of their 
bringing about transcendental results. 

And further the various case*endings that we come across — the 
Locative in ^ Kavatishn stuvatif the Genitive in ‘ Indrasya mryani ^ and the Ac- 
cusative ‘ in gansati* — as also the words Stauti\ CansaW^ and 

the like, would have their direct meaning (only according to oar theory); ac- 
cording to you, they will have to be taken as signifying something else. 
That is to say, the action of denoting the qualification and the qualified 
resting in the letters of a word, thus alone ■ could the pi’esence of the 
Locative be explained. If, on the other hand, the Kavatl were taken as 
serving the purpose ot pointing out the Deity, then the word would have 
to appear with the Instrumental ending. 

Hor can it be rightly urged that, ‘‘even if we accept it to be an 
Eulogy, the remains ^ mems and as such amenable to the Ins- 

trumental ending”, — because in our case the KavatiArYmu has Ife 
character of the mlstrate^ as also that of the means) and hence it Ms 
quite optional in what way it is to be spoken of. As for the pointing q|t 
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or maEifes Nation of the Deity, all such manifestation in the first instaiiGei 
must reside in (have for its substrate) the Self of the person ; and sub- 
sequent to the comprehension of the character of the Action, the mani- 
festation of the Deity (as the Eesnlt) resides in the Deity ; while as for 
the Kavatiy it must always remain the Instrument or means (of that mani- 
festation); and this makes a great difference between the two theories. 

Then again, the injunction or BJiavana of eulogy-— in the words 
^ 8iauH\ ^ CaiisatV — is cognised aa extending over a definite period of 
time; and in this Injunction, the denotation of the Root serves as the 
means ; while all the other nouns, with the several endings, come to he 
related, only inasmuch as they help in the fulfilment of the Root. Thus 
then, when the mantras serve the purpose of accomplishing the Hymns, 
then, inasmuch as they accomplish something that is desired, they serve 
a purpose laid down in the Scriptures, and as such come to have a dis- 
tinctly useful end. When they do the manifestation of the Deity, on the 
other hand, they do something that is not laid down in the Scriptures ; 
and as such are found not to serve any apparent purpose. Hence it is 
more i^easonahle by far to hare the Hymns serving distiuotly useful 
purposes. 

Rurther, for us, the genitive (in ^ Lidraysa mrycini^ etc.,’) directly 
expresses the subordinate character of the Deity ; and that which is 
subordinate cannot be the predominant factor ; hence it being impossible 
for the Deity to be the predoiainant factor, the mantras could not be taken 
as subservient to them ; and consequently predominance must be attributed 
to the Hymn. If in the case in question, predominance belonged to the 
Deity, then being expressible by a noun only, the word mentioning it 
would be found with the nominative ending, which could not express any- 
thing else, — as we find in the sentence ‘ &o., &o.’ In the 

case in question, however, even that which we find having the nominative 
ending is actually found, — on account of the fact of the homogeneity of the 
sentence as preceded by the capability of the words used, — to he for the 
purpose of expressing the connection of the qualification; as for in- 
stance, — * Indro yato jangamasyUmsitasya rajaJ* And as there is no use 
of the qualifications, these cannot be accepted as the predominant factor ; 
and hence the only reasonable course open to us is to accept the word 
expressive of the Deity to be subservient to the Hymn (which latter 
cannot be taken as subserviently pointing out the Deity). 

There should be a stop in the Bhashya after the word ^ Safyam ’ (as 
otherwise the word could nob be oonstrued in anyway). 

Thus theu according to the Ib>w& oi ArthavMa, inasmuch as all other 
woms (save those with nominative endings) would become useless, — even 
ihiMgli, in the first instance, it is possible for the word expressing the 
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Deity to b© tbe predominant factor, yet: the only rightful course is to 
take it along with the sentence, only as subsidiary to the Eulogy. 

And thus the words ‘ Btauti and ^ Gahsaii ' cannot in any way be taken 
as serving the purpose of the indirect indioaiion (of the Deity) ; and m 
such predominance must be attached to the Eulogistic Hymn only. 

SMtra (25) : Because of the distinctness implied by the word; 

We find it declared in the Yeda that ^Hhe Agnishtoma is acccm- 
panied by hoelve Hymns ’’ j and hei*0 the mention of the nuniher ‘ twelve ^ 
shows that each hymn is distinct by itself. If it were not so, and if all 
the hymns equally served the purpose of pointing out the Deity, there 
could be BO mention of the number ‘twelve. ’' If, on the other hand, 
the manifestation of the Deity by aM the Hymns be not accepted to be 
identical, a distinct Deity would come to be pointed by each verse, and 
by each word, and thus being innumerable, they could not be spoken of 
as * twelve 

The opponent might urge-— “ The same argument applies to the case 
of Hymns also; if all the Hymns he considered identical, then there is 
‘‘only one Hymn; if they are distinct, then each verse would constitute 
“a hymn; and there is no third alternative, which would be in keeping 
“with the montion of ‘twelve.’ If again, the collection of a definite 
‘‘ number of verses be taken as one Hymn, in accordance with the tnusi- 
** cal perceptible in certain definite? places, — then we can have the 

“ same definition with regard to the manifestation of the Deity also.” 

To this we make the following reply : Inasmuch as all actions have 
their end in certain definite results, they are counted in accordance with 
the number of results ; and hence in the case in question, inasmuch as we 
find twelve distinct transcendental results {Apurvas) appearing, we con- 
clude the number of the Hymns to be twelve also. On the other hand, if 
the mantras were to serve the purpose ot pointing out Deities, then, 
inasmuch as such pointing out would be done by each verse and each 
word, — ^and as there would be no means of ascertaining the end of the Action 
(of pointing out), — there would he no ground for meutioning the definite 
number ‘ twelve.’ When, however, the mantras are taken to serve the 
purpose of bringing about certain transcendental results, such results 
being cognisable solely by means of Scriptures, there would he no ground 
for holding the appearance of that result prior to the appearance of the 
hiatus (that is taken as the closing sign of one Hjmn) ; and the result 
would be found to be accomplished only by means of the collection of a 
certain number of verses ; and the final accomplishment of this result 
being taken as the mark of the end of a particular Action (of Hymning), 
—the number ‘twelve’ of the i*esiilts would naturally determine the 
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iimmlber of Hjoias also to be twelve. There is no gronnd for assamia^^^ 
appearance o£ each a transcendental resalt, eifeher from each yerse, or 
from all the Hymns taken together. Whereas in the case of manifestaHon 
(of Deity), we actaally perceive the word and the Deity. 

SUtra (26)." The mention would be absolutely useless. 

Ill the case of sach sentences ‘ agnBy^ graM hhamnti ’ and then again, 

^ agneylslm stnvanti'' \ inasmuch ot Yedic verses are incapable of being 
assumed or tampered with, the former sentence being enoagh for the pur- 
poses of pointing oat the fact of the ‘ AgnByi ^-mantras being the means 
of hymning Agni, there would be absolutely no use for the second sen- 
tence. That is to “^say, if the word A^myi only served the purpose of 
pointing out the fact of Aym being the Deity, then the employing of 
these Hymns would be enjoined by the first sentence itself ; and hence 
there would be no use for the second sentenoe. As a matter of fact, how- 
ever, the second sentence should be taken as serving the purpose of 
pointing out the Hymn as an independent Action. 

BUtra (27): Because we distiuotly find the meanings of the 
two to be diQerent. 

All relationship being based upon a certain difference between the 
objects related, — inasmuch as we find the two sorts of 
and the ‘ Castra ’ mentioned as related to each other, these two must be 
taken as distinct from each other, which could not be, if both equally 
served the purpose of pointing out the Deity. 

OhjeGtion : Both the Stotra and the pastra being equally stuti 

‘‘ the above argument would apply to the case of that also. As for the 
“ fact of the two being two different individuals, those grounds of difference 
could be urged in favour of the Purvapaksha also.” 

The reply to this would be in the shape of the arguments brought 
forward above in connection with the mention of the number hvelve. 
That is to say, the transcendental results following from the Stotra and the 
Castra being totally distinct, it is on the gronnd of this diffex’ence in the 
results that the Actions themselves are' held to be different; and on this 
difference would be based the mention of their relationship. While as for 
the manifestation of the Deity, there is no such difference either in the 
action of manifestation or in its i'esults, 

Sutra (28) : The mention too is accompanied by the Ac- 
cusative. 

I. Such mention as ^ pra-tigam gansati,^ inmmuoh as the Pra-iiga- 
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Hjmn is spokeu of by means of the Aoeusative, this would be another 
argument in favoui’ of the view that the Hymn ia a pTmeipal hj itself. 
The principal Action is always such as is desired for its own sake (and as 
such accompanied by the Accusative ending)—©, g., ‘ agnihotram Juhoti/ 
^ &ghdranidgh^r ay atV This could not be the case with the subsidiary 
Actions, which are wholly subordinated to others, and as such not desired 
in themselves* 

II, Th^ Sutra may be explained in another way: The very men-" 
tion of the two names ‘ Stotra ' and ‘ Castra^ is meant to point to the fact 
of these being principal Actions ; otherwise the word used should have been 
prahaqana (manifestation) only ; or there would be no name at all, as in 
the case of the words * avahanti ’ and the like. 

Sutra (29) : Because of the fulfilment of the result. 

The particular dq^irahle results that are asked for in the Mantra 
would be possible, only if the Hymn were* a principal action by itself 5 be-- 
cause requests are always preferred to one who occupies the pi’edominant 
position. According .to you, on the other hand, the Results would be 
asked for from the Deity, which you hold to be the predominant 
factor, as in the case of ordinary sacrifices ; because so long as the Master 
(Principal factor — Deity) exists, no one would think of preferring his re- 
quest to the servant (the Subsidiary- Hymn which serves the purpose of 
manifesting the Deity). 


ABHIKAEAliJA (8). 

[TRBATma (A) OF THB NOK-INJTJHCTITENBSS OF MAHTBAS, AND (B) OF 
Detiotation AS the thibd fohotioh of Vebbs,] 

Sutra The ¥idM and the Mmitra serve the same 
purpose, masmiich as they contain the same words. 

Idl accordance with the Bhashya, the Adhihamna is explained as 
follows : Taking for example certain Mantras^ there arises a question as 
to whether or not the injunctive words occurring in them serve the 
purpose of enjoining, as do those occurring in the Brahnana passages. 
And on this, the position of the FurmpalcsJia m that, inasmuch as the 
words in the Mmitra are the same as those in the Brahmana, there is no 
reason why the former should not have injunctive potency. And this is met 
the Siddhantaf which holds that, inasmuch as it is a Mantra^ and has its 
subject already laid down in other passages, it cannot have any injunctive 
potency *, hence all that the Mantra does at the time of the performance 
of the sacrifice is to recall to the mind that which has been previously 
laid down in the Brdhmafa passage. That is to say, the action Goijaga, 
for instance, spoken of in the is not different from the same action 

mentioned in the Brdhmana, because it is actually recognised as the same ; 
nor does the Mantra lay down any accessories of the action (with regard 
to which it might be taken to have an injunctive potency) j nor, lastly, can 
it be taken as containing an eulogy of something enjoined in another 
sentence ; because the Mantra is an independent sentence altogether, and 
as such cannot be taken along with any other sentence. 

In contradistinction to serving the purpose of recalling to the mind that 
which has been laid down elsewhere, all that the could be taken 

as, would be an Injunction or an Arihavada. As matter of fact, however, 
hone of these is possible. In the first place, the form of the Action, that 
would form the object of injunction, is already known as laid down else- 
where ; as for its accessories, in the shape of the Material, the Result and 
the Occasion, none of these is mentioned in the Mantra^ which therefore 
cannot be taken as laying down these. Secondly, when the injunction in 
the case occurs in another (Brahmana) passage, which has all its needs 
already fulfilled, it is not possible for the be taken as an 
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Arthavada io tliat Injunction. TMs we Have alreadj explained under tlie 
Adhilcamna on Mantras (Adhyaya I). For these reasons, Mantras sHould 
he taken only as reoalliug wliab has already been enjoined elsewhere. 


Against the above explanation of the A we bring forward 
the following objections : — 

(2) What reason is there by which the injunctive potency of the 
verb is suppressed simply by the fact of its occurring in the Mantra, and is 
enlivened by appearing in the Brahmai^a ? We actually find verbs in 
Mantras serving the purposes of injunction, e.g., “ Yasantaya Kapinjalctna* 
lahhate ; and conversely there are, sometimes, verbs occurring in the Brah- 
mana, nob having the injunctive potency : — e-g-, “ Yasyobhayam havirartu 
marchBt^ Therefore there can be no such absolute rule as has been 

shown in the above SiddJianta, 

(2) Further, if the Mantra be taken as supplementary to the Brah- 
naana, simply on tiie ground of the action having been enjoined in the 
latter, — why could not we take the Brahmana injunction itself as simply 
recalling the action previously enjoined by the f That is to say, 

there is no special reason whereby it could be ascertained whether the 
Mantra^ having its injunctive potency suppressed by the fact of the Action 
having been enjoined by the Brahmana, should serve the purpose recalling 
the action thus enjoined, or vice versa. Thus then, we conclude that, inas- 
much as neither the Mantra nor the Brdhmana is capable of being taken 
as supplementary, specially as there is no feature in either that could 
point it out as distinctly supplementary, both are equally injunctive. 
And as for the repetition of the same Injunction — as ocouring in the Man^ 
tra and in the Brahmana — we can take the two as two distinct actions. As 
for the fact of the one being recognised to be the same as the other, we 
shall explain this under the Ahhy&sddhiJcarana^* ( VI-— ii — -23, &c.). 
Therefore the non-injnnctive character of Mantras cannot be taken as 
established in the above manner. 

Some people assert that, inasmuch as the Mantras are laid down by 
the Brahmanas, as instrumental in the performance of sacrifices,— exactly 
as the &c., are, — they cannot have any injunctive potency, just as 
the corn, <fcc., have none. 

But these people also have only been led astray by a misleading sem- 
blance between the two oases. Because the mere fact of the Mantra being 
laid down in the Brahmana as to be employed in the sacrifice cannot do 
away with its injunctive potency. Therefore the Mantras would serve the 
injunctiye purpose, and also, on account of their being laid down in the 
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BraBiiaaHa, serve to recall that wMoli lias been enjoined by the Brabmana, 
Because there is no authoritative law which lays down that that which 
has been laid down as to be employed cannot serve the purposes of an 
Injunction ; specially if it happens to bo naturally endowed with the injune« 
tive potency. If, however, the presence of this potency in the Mantra he 
denied absolutely,—- then it would be altogether needless to bring forward 
the fact of its having been laid down as to be employed, for the purpose 
of denying that potency (because much reasoning is not required in 
denying what is impossible). Nor is there any self-contradiction in 
the fact of the performing both the functions. Bor instance, 

even the Brahmana, though in itself injunctive, could serve the purpose 
of recalling something enjoined elsewhere; this we shall explain under 
the V — -i-— 16, 

And further, in the case of those Mantras that are not laid down in 
any Brahmana passage, as to be employed in a sacrifice, your argument 
being inapplicable, there would be no ground for denying the injunctive 
potency of these. Hence even this argument of yours does not help in 
the matter* 

As a matter of fact, however, there is no necessity of bringing in the 
Mantras, especially in the present Adhikarana, as they have no parti- 
cular connection with the present context. Hence we explain the 
AdMIcarana otherwise, as follows : — 

Verbs have been declared, in the preceding AdMIcarana, to be of two- 
kinds only — the Primary and the Subsidiary. And the question now 
started is as to whether these are the only two methods of the functioning 
of Verbs, or there is yet another method. And the position of the Purm- 
'paksha is that there is no third method. 

In reply to this Purvapaksha, we have the following 

SIHDHSNTA. 

Sutra (Bl) : But, because of the power of usage, the Mantra 
would express mere denotation. 

There is a third method-^that of Just consider the fol- 

lowing: Those verbs, that have their injunctive potency destroyed by the 
presence of such words as^yat’ and the like (words which make that 
which tliey precede, an Uddegija, and which therefore can never be the 
Vidheya or object of Injunction), must, in ail cases, serve the purpose of 
simple Denotation. That is to say, whether the verb occurs in the Mantra 
or in the Brahmana, when its injunctive potency happens to be set aside by 
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tli 0 prceence of another word, then, in that case, the verb must be admitted 
to be denotative. 

Wmmjples : (1) In * na tana^anii, 8cc.f ^ the Injunctive having become 

suppressed by the word/ya^,’ becomes aupplementary. (2) In ‘ ahe 
hidhmya mantram me gopaya, ^ the suppression is by the Vocative end- 
ing. (S) In gfhnUmi^^ it is done by the First Person ending. (4) 

In * yadi 6omamapaharBy'ii\ ’ it is done by the word ‘ yadi. ^ 

The fact is that such instances ogguv mostly in Mantras ; and that is 
the reason why the Bhashya has mentioned the Mantras only ; specially as 
it is a common idea that Mantras are not injunctive. In Br^hmanas, on the 
other hand, there are many Injunctive affixes, and that is why the 
Brahtnana is commonly known to he injunctive. And it is only a very few 
instances where the Brahmanas are not injunctive; that is the reason why 
no Srahmana passage has been cited as an instance. 

In the matter of the Brahmana or the Mantra being injunctive or not, 
there is no other reason save that which has been explained above 
the pi'esence or absence of such words as * yat ’ and the like) ; and the pre- 
sence or absence of the injunctive potency is not determined by the fact 
of the sentence being a or a Brd/iwa^a. 

But we do perceive the following point of difference (between the 
Ifanifm and the Bralimana)t In the case of the BrBlimana, the injunc- 
tive potency of the verb occurring in it having been suppressed (by the 
ahove causes), this Verb comes to be recognised as serving the purpose of 
pointing out something which affords the occasion for another action; 
and the mere verbal form of the Brahmana is not capable of being 
employed in the sacrifice. In the case of the Mafztra^ on the other hand, 
as soon as we learn its form — such as ddmi ’ ® grhnamiy §''c. , . . ^ agnzn 
vihara, &c., — we at once realise that even the verbal form can 

serve the purpose of recalling certain actions ; and hence we come to 
the conclusion that the words of the Mantras are to be used in the 
sacrifice. Because in the performance of Actions, it is necessary that there 
should be a recalling (or remembering) of certain things ; and inas- 
much as this recalling cannot he done hj n^nj mems otheT tliMi Mantras 
(vide MantradMharana Adh. I), we find it only accomplished by such 
Mantras as have no other function. That is to say, at the time of the 
performance of a sacrifice, nothing can be duly performed, unless it is 
duly remembered, and thus the recalling of certain things being absolutely 
necessary, it would stand in need of a fit means of its accomplishment ; 
and as such it would begin to take up such means as either the recalling 
of the words of the injunctive Brdhmana passage, or the recalling of what 
has been performed in the preceding moment, or the remembering of the 
Kalpashtra bearing on the point, or the recalling of the very eentenco 
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whioli gave tlie first; idea of tliat action, or a certain wiinessing priest 
chiefly employed for tliat purpose. Consequently when, at such, a time, 
it is found that there are certain Mantras mentioned in the con- 
text, which have no other purpose to serve, — and which are taken 
along with the injunctive sentence, with , a vague general notion 
tliat something might be done by them, — and it is realised that 
these Mantras are just the sort of sentences that are required for 
the purposes of reminding ^ — we come to infer, on the strength of 
and Context, a Cniti passage laying down the employing of these Mantras ; 
and then these come to serve the purpose of simple Denotation, And 
it is also ascertained that it is only when we perform the action as 
recalled by these Mantras that the proper desirable results follow. 

Wow we have to explain the Bh ashy a in accordance with the above 
interpretation of the Adhikarana, . The assertion of the BMshya — 
“ JVa, asaJcrdapytiCGdrane tatparydt ’ — does not refer to the fact of the 
Action having been already enjoined elsewhere. What it means is that 
on account of the presence of the word ^‘ yat,” the verb in the M antra ' 
distinctly says that the il'ia??ira speaks of something laid down elsewhere. 
If the Yerb, with the words .* yat,* Ao-,.. be uttered even a handred times, 
it can. never, by itself, give rise to %ny idea of Apurva ; and it is on 
account of this fact that we have the idea of the action being laid down 
elsewhere.' ' ' ' ' ■ ' v. ' 






ABHIKAEANA (9). 

Explanation of the name ^ Mantra/ 

Sutra (32) : The name * Mantra ’ applies to those of which the 
purpose is Denotation. 

As shown above, there is no significance attaching to the special citing 
of Mantras in the preceding Adhiharana: it is only by the way that the 
Buh'a brings in a definition of wbat is meant by the word ‘ Mantra,^ 
as it oecnrs in the previous Sutra, And as it is introduced only by the 
way, there is no necessity why this Adhiharana should have preceded the 
last one (as mentioned in theBashya). Specially as the last Adhiharana 
could have been discussed, without any reference to basing the 

discussion upon any ordinary sentence. As for the Author of the Bhashya, 
he has laid stress upon the order of the Adhiharanas^ simply because 
he attached importance to the use of the word ^ Mantra^ in the last 
Sictra, 

The sense of the Sutra is that the name ‘ Mantra ’ applies^ to those 
that serve the purpose of denoting or -the compound ‘ taccodaka ^ 

being explained as a Bahuvrthri The Bhashya mentions the Genitive 
form, with a view simply to the verbal explanation. 

This definition has been given here, for the sake of its terseness, 
specially because it is thus that it is spoken of among teachers and students 
and other experienced people, and also because it applies to almost all 
Mantras, 

The Bhashya (p. 125) says that a definition has been given, because it 
is not possible always to teach by the system of prshtahota. And the sense 
of this is, that without a definition, the teacher would have to undergo 
the trouble of pointing out each and every Mantra to liis student, and 
this would be as painful a process as the curvings of the hack undergoDo 
at the time when many things round one’s self have to be pointed out 
to the standers-by. 

On this point we have the following verses : Even the great Sages, 
can never come to the end of all individual objects that have to be 
defined; and it is only by raean^ of a definition that the learned get 
to the end of such individuals. The Yrtti has given the following 
specific definitions of diiffierent kinds of Mantras: (1) Ending in * asi ’ ; 
(2) ending in Hvmi \ (8) making a request; (4) praise; (5) number; 
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(6) useless talk ; (7) eomplaint; (8) dix'ection; (9) searcliitig; (10) 
question ; (II) answer to some question ; (12) distant relationsHip ; (13) 
employment; and (14) capability. 

As an example of (6) we have ‘ akslii te Lidra pingale duleriva ’ — \duU ^ 
= Tortoise. Of (12) we have ^ pmtipiindttt gahdamecoliidrena pavitrena. 
By (capability* (14) is meant the power of expression. In 
dugdhavantasta eva nirdkrtavantah,^ we have the complaint (7) of the cow. 
In Amutah somamcihara,^ occurring in the story of Garuda, we have 
the direction (8) of Vinata to her son Garuda. In ^Yeda Icarnavatlm 
surmM -^vr\ieTe ^ sUrmV -pole — we have an instance of question (10). (For 
the example of others vide Blidshyayp. 126.) 


ADHIKARANA (10). 

Uxplanation of the word ^ Bralimana* 

Sutra (33) : The name * Brahmana * is applied to the rest. 

The Bhashya says : Since the definition of Brahmana could he inferred 
from that of the Mantra — as all that is not Mantra is Brahmana — 
therefore it is not necessary to give a definition of Brahmana. And at 
first sight the sense of the Bhashya appears to be that tinder the 
circumstances, it was not necessary to introduce the Sutra. But SiB a 
matter of fact, inasmuch as we find the word ‘ rest ’ in the Sutra^ 
which does not give any independent definition of the Brahmana^ it is clear 
that the above passage of the Bhashya is only an amplification of the 
Sutra. 

Question : “ What, then, was the use of bringing in this Sutra 

Answer : There would have been 3I0 use of introducing it, if it were 
known to all men that the Y eda consists only of Brahmanas and Mantras. As 
a matter of fact however, there are many people who are ignorant 
of this fact; and since such people are liable to entertain the notion 
that there may be a third kind of Vedic sentence, therefore it is absolutely 
necessary to state clearly that all that is not Mantra, in the Yeda, is 
Brahmana. 

The different kinds of* the Brahmana are enumerated in the Bhashya • 
Farahrti{l) is tlie description of something done previously by a single 
person ; Purdkalpa ’ (2) that of something done by many people ; ‘ Vyavadha- 
rana-kalpana (3) is that in which a fact that appears on the face of a sen- 
tence, is assumed to he otherwise on account of the peculiarities of the pre- 
ceding and following contexts, — e.y., we meet with the passage * 
pratigrihrnydt vartmastam pratlgrhndti,^ and as it is the passage 
means that one who accepts the gift of a horse is seized hy the disease 
of ‘Yarnna'; but on looking more closely at the context, we find that 
what is actually meant is that the disease seizes him who gives away 
the horse; and hence the woi’d ^ pratigrhniyat ^ is changed into 
* pratigrahayatV 

The Bhashya uses the word ^ TidMlahsha7iam and in this the word 
‘ Vidhi ^Brahmana. 


ADHIKAEANA (11). 

[Treating of the fad of the Gharacter of Mantra not belonging to the 

modifications in it, “I 

SUtra (34) : The character of Mantras does not belong to that 
which is not actually mentioned in the Veda, as it is only with 
reference to the sentences actually mentioned in the Veda that we 
have the above distinction. 

ThQ Mantra ^ Agnaye jusMam which, is laid down as one 

to be employed in connection with the offering to Agni — is modified into 
^ Suryayaf when the offering is made to Shrja ; and here we have 
an instance of modification (‘ FAn’ )* And when the presiding Rshis 
of the family of the sacrifices are recounted, we have what is called the 
^Frnvara* And when the Sacrificer, and his son, etc*, are named, we have 
what is called ^ Namadheyaf--^e: g., in the Snbrahmanya, the declaration 
is made that “ it is Devadatfca who is offering the sacrifice.’^ 

PtiRYAPAKSHA. [A] 

‘‘ And inasmuch as all these are covered by the aforesaid definition 
of Mantra^ and as they appear within the body of the Mantra^ we must admit 
them to be actual if a 

SIDDHANTA. [A] 

And the reply to the above is that in all that is found in the Veda, 
only those are Mantras that have actually been spoken of as such by 
the learned authorities ; and mere demtaiimmss (of something connected 
with the saciifice) is not a specific chamcteristio of Mantras, 


Another question in connection with this is : — When only one word 
in a Mantra is modified, does the whole lose its Man trie character, 

or it is only the modified word that does so P ” 

And on this we have the following 

PUEYAPAKSHA* [B] 

The whole . Mantra ceases to be a Mantra, because the name 
* Mantra’ is applied to a certain conglomeration of vowels and consonants 
^‘arranged in a definite order ; and hence as soon as the slightest change 
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^lis made in this, the name ceases to apply to it. That is to say, when 
Manfra the slightest part is changed from that which has been 
‘‘ known to be its form, it ceases to he recognised as that ‘ Mantra/ 

“ If it he held that the character of ‘ Mantra’ would reside even in a 
“ part (namely that which has not been modified), then all words, even 
“ill ordinary parlance, would become Ifan^ra^, inasmuch as all of them 
“form parts of certain Mantras* Consequently the modification of even 
“ the slightest letter having set aside the character of the Mantra^ 
“it ceases to he amenable to all processes attendant upon a Mantra- 
“ And then just as in the case of a modified Mant^'a, any mistake, whether 
“in the modified or in the unmodified part, would not make the 
“ sacrificer liable to an expiatory rite, so also there would not apply 
“ to such a Mantra any of those’expressions that are laid down with reference 
“ to the Mantra or the Feia; and hence even when a single word, or 
“ part of a word, happens to be modified, all the specific Yedio 
“processes (of grammar, accent, <fec.) cease to apply to the Mantra; and 
“ then what has to he used is the word of ordinary parlance.” 

To this we make the following reply — 

SIDDHINTA. [B] 

It is only the modified portion that ceases to he Mantra; because 
the generic form of the Mantra having been ascertained to exist in a cer- 
tain sentence, that generic character does not entirely disappear 
by a mere excess or diminution in a certain part of it. For instance, 
when a swelling appears on the neck of the cow, or when its 
horns have disappeared, it does not entirely cease to be a ‘ cow ’ ; and the 
reason of this is tliat there are other parts of its body that are enough 
to show that it belongs to the class ‘ Cow * ; and we find that so long as even 
a part of the original body remains, the whole body is recognised as the 
same. In the same manner, it is a fact of ordinary perception that 
the character of a Mantra manifested by the presence of a number of 
vowels and consonants arranged in a definite order, does not entirely 
disappear on the slightest modification made in it. 

For instance, there are many cases where the change of a letter or 
its deletion, or some modification in the accent, is actually laid down 
in the Scriptures ; and certainly when these changes happen to be made 
in a Mantra, does not cease to be a Mantra; e.g, — (1) we have the direction 
in the Veda ^ Airam krtvod^gei/am^ {the Mantra should be recited after 
the word ‘ gira ’ has been changed into ‘ ira) ; (2) though a certain Mantra 
has three accents, at the time of the reading up of the Veda, yet it is 
laid down as to be recited in a single accent, at the time of the 
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performance of saorifioes ; and in neitlier of these two casesj do people 
cease to think of the Mantras (thus modified) as Mantras* 

It might be urged that in the cases cited, the Mantric character 
is not denied, because of the modifications having been made in ac- 
cordance with directions contained in the Yeda, 

But this explanation is scarcely satisfactory, because all that the 
Tedio direction does is to lay down that the Mantra is to be used 
particular way, and it does not declare that the Mantric character 
does not cease thereby. Nor is it necessary that all that is laid 
down as to be employed has the character of the Mant^^a; for we 
find that Corns are laid down as to be employed in sacrifices ; and certainly 
Mantric character does not belong to these Corns; and thus it comes 
to this, that the said Yedic directions lay down the use of non-Mantric 
sentences/ But the sentences cannot be said to be non-Mantric ; as 
they are actually recognised as Mantras, Consequently it must be 
admitted that the non-Mantric character belongs to the [modified word 
SVaVand the rest, and not to the whole sentence. But as a matter of 
fact, even of the modified words like those just cited, we cannot totally 
deny the Mantric character; because when we have looked into the 
whole of the Yeda, from the very beginning, we come to the conclusion 
that in certain cases, the Mantra contains the word * gira^ while in 
others it contains ‘ ira ’ (this latter when we recall the direction ‘ Airam 
Jcrtvcty &c,) and that in certain cases, the Mantra has three accents, 
while in others it has only one. 

Objection: ** If such be the case, then all modifications would have 
‘‘the character of Mawifras; because even in the case of the modifica- 
“ tions that are made in the subsidiary sacrifices in accordance with the 
“ Primaiy ones, when we have looked over the direction that ‘the Subsi- 
“ diary is to be performed as the Primary ’ — we could have the idea 
‘‘(authorised by the said direction) that ‘in the Primary the Mantra 
“should contain the word ^ AgnV and in the Subsidiary it should contain 
“ the word ‘ 

Ee^ly : The two cases are not identical ; because in a case where 
the change is in due accordance with an express direction of the Yeda? 
the Mantric character is admitted ; in case, however, of the changes 
being assumed, on the sole strength of reasoning, the Mantric character 
can never be admitted. That is to say, on looking into the Yedic 
direction we come to the following conclusion : in that case the 
is of this form and in the other case of that form. On the other 
band, words like ‘Surya’ are introduced in place of the words like 
‘ Agni,’ simply on the strength of the exigencies of circumstances and 
reasoning ; and certainly no Mantric character can be ascertained by 
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mere reasoning, and this makes a deal of dilereiice between the two- 
cases. ■ „ ■, 

OhjecUon t InB^smuch as we find Midega (transference ofi words) 
“.to be a process authorised by the Vedav we miist admit all modification 
“ &c., to be so authorised ; or otherw^e they would be wholly without 
“ authority. For certainly, it is not a fact to be determined by Sense- 
“ perception that a relation of subserYienoy subsists between any two 
“actions. Therefore tliere can be no difference between the change oE 
into ‘ /Swrya ^ and that of ‘ * into ‘Ira,’” 

. Eeply : It is true that modification too is authorised by the Veda; 
in fact it is for this reason that the Sutra denies the hlantric character 
in all that is not actually mentioned in< the Veda, Of the Veda certain, 
portions are directly pei’ceived, while others are; only inferred. And it 
is only that which is directly perceived that is said to be ^ Amndta 
Actually Mentioned^), And, as a matter of fact, we do not find any 
direct mention of the change of ^ Agm\ into ^ 8 hryay as yr® do that of 
changing ‘ (jtVa ’ into ‘ 

Ohjection: “But we find the Vedic injunction ^Smiryam carum 
and inasmuch as the Deity is always mentioned in tbe^ 
“text of the Veda, the f^id injunction would serve to lay down the use 
“ of the word ‘ Surya,^ . 

BiOply : The injunction you speak of does not lay down the putting in 
of the word ^ into the Matitra j as all that it does is . to point, 

out that at the time that the ofiering is being poured out, the name 
of ‘Surya’ should be pronounced as ^ Burydya Svdhd;^ and not that 
it should be introduced into the body of the Mantra, which could be- 
done only by ^ Afidega* (Transference). And inasmuch as all sentences' 
laying down such ‘Transference* are inferred by reasonings, they cannot 
be said to be ‘directly mentioned in the Veda.* And consequently, the 
use of the word ‘ Surya * being found to belaid down by sentences not- 
directly mentioned in the Veda, no Mantric character can belong to 
it. ■ ■ ■ 

Ohjection: “ If such be the case, then, inasmuch as the Booounting 
“of the Pravara, and the !N'aming of the Sacrificer, are directly laid down, 
“ they would have to b© accepted as Mantrasd^ 

Beply : This would certainly be the case if the actual verbal forms 
of such Becounting, <fec., were mentioned in the Veda. As a matter of . 
fact, however, we find that the said Becounting, &g,, are done in accordance 
with the sense of a general injunction, — e.g., “The Pravara- Rshis 
should be recounted, ** — and not in a form literally mentioned in the Veda ; 
and as such they are not included among Mantras, 

Objection ;. ‘‘ If such be the pase^ then in a ease where the Vedic 
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“ injunction mentions only a pronoun, if the sacrificer pronounces another 
name in its place, the character of the Mantra would not belong to it.” 

Some people admit that it would be so. But the fact is that there 
being an endless number of individuals, and these too not all exist- 
ing at one and the same time, it is absolutely impossible for all 
of them to be directly mentioned in the Yeda ; the only way in 
which the pronouncing of the sacrificer’s name, &c., could be laid 
down, is by means of a Pronoun (which refers equally to all nouns) ; 
and it is clear in this case that the Pronoun has been put in simply 
because the place could nob be left blank ; and hence that the Mantra 
actually contains the word (the name) that is being brought in (in place 
of the Pronoun). Otherwise, the Pronouns not being capable of being 
used, in case they did not serve the purposei of mentioning the particular 
names (to be subsequently brought in), the place in the Mantra now 
occupied by the Pronoun would be left blank and the form of the Mantra 
would be deficient in that part, and the use of the Pronoun would be 
absolutely useless. And the injunction of these being in the generic 
form, like those of the Becounting of the Fravara^ we assume the 
use of words in the places left blank. And thus we find that such words 
are actually ‘ directly mentioned ’ ; and as such they could very well be 
endowed with the properties of the Mantra, The specific names of the 
Fravara, &c., on the other hand have not the slightest trace of themselves 
at the time of the actual reciting of the Mantra ; because the Brahmana 
passage dealing with them, do not make any mention of the specific forms 
of these nahies ; and as such, we could not attribute to them the Mantrie 
character, even on the basis of the fact of the newly-introduced names 
being explanatory to the Brahmana, Oousequently, in the case of the 
Subsidiary Bacriflees, there being a cbauee of the whole Mantra being 
employed, in accordance with the denotation of the Mantra itself, as also 
the injunctions of certain Rshis, certain other words are thrown into it, on 
account of the absence of certain conditions of the original Primary sacrifice, 
and the presence of new ones ; and it is only these words that are of - the 
character of ordinary parlance, and not of that of the Mantra; the 
rest, however, is just as it was originally laid down, and is actually 
recognised as a Mantra required by the Saorifi.ee ; and consequently this 
latter cannot be absolved from the processes of accentuation, &c., conse- 
quent upon Vedic character ; nor would a mistake in this be free from the 
expiatory rites. 


ADHIKAEANA (12). 

Definition of ^k. 

Sutra (35) : Among the Mantras, the name * Ek ' is given to 
those wherein there is a division into metrical feet, in accordance 
with the limitations of the meaning. 

Though the definition of these yarious classes of Mantras has got no 
direct connection with the subject-matter of the Adhyaya, yet the Sutras 
treat of them, because a consideration of these is connected with if 
a consideration whereof was introduced in connection with the question 
as to their primary or secondary character. 

Inasmuch as the meaning of words is cognisable through the usage 
of old experienced people, even though the definition has been given by 
the Sutra, yet the Bhashya speaks of the teaching of trustworthy persons 
as the very root of all verbal denotation. 

In the case of the Rh^Agnih purhvBhJihih there is no verb in the 
first foot, and as such, there being no sense completed within it, the 
division into feet in this case is ih accordance with the metre and not 
the meaning. 

Objection : “ In the case of the Rh * AgnimtlS also, inasmuch 
<*as the whole Eh contains the expression of a single sense, the sense 
‘*is not completed in each foot, and consequently in this case also the 
“ division into feet cannot be said to be based upon the sense.” 

Reply : Why cannot it be said to be so ? In the first foot of the Eh 
we actually find the completion of a single sense. And as for the in- 
completeness of the sense of the other two feet, as a matter of fact, 
those two also are not incomplete ; as the sense of them also is completed 
by the supplying of the verb ‘iZg.* Hence it is rightly said that in this 
case the foot-division is in accordance with the meaning. The Bhashya 
does not mean that in this case the foot-division does not depend upon 
the exigencies of metre. And hence there can be nothing against the fact 
of these Mantras having the character of the ‘ 
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Definition of Stima. 

Sictra (36) ; The name ‘ Sama * is given to songs. 

“ Among Mantras ” — ‘ tSsham ’—‘has to be supplied to this Ssh'a from 
the previous Sutra, In this case also the Bhashja brings in the authority 
of the teachings of trust w^orthy persons, in the same manner as in the last 
Sutra, The mention of the instances ‘Curd is sour/ &c., should have 
been made in the preceding Sutra ; but the Bhashya did not do so j because 
it did not attach much importance to it. Or, it may be that the examples 
have been cited here, with a view to show that, ‘just as, even 
though there are many attributes in the Gurd and in the Sugar, yet the 
words ‘ sour ' and ‘ sweet ’ only express the peculiar tastes of the curd 
and the sugar respectively, so in the same manner, the word ‘ Sama ^ 
expresses only the ‘ capability of being sung/ 

Ohjection : “In the case of the curd and the sugar, inasmuch as 
“ their taste is perceptible by the senses, any teaching of trustworthy 
“ persons on this point can he merely descriptive, and as such can have 
“no special authority/* 

Bejgly i This does hot touch our position j because the mention of 
‘ Ui * in the Bhashya distinctly points to the fact of the example being 
one of direct sense-perception ; and the sense is that just as the idea 
that ‘ curd is sour/ or ‘sugar is sweet/ is authoritative (true), so also is 
the teaching of trustworthy persons*. 

The ‘ capability of being sung * being a qualification, its cognition 
would precede that of the ‘ Mantra * ; and hence the denotahility of ‘ Sting 
Mantra * should be explained as being similar to that ’ of the 
‘ Class/ That is to say, just as in the case of the Word ‘ go,’ the word 
is found to denote an object (the coW-) as qualified by one portion 
{^Gotva^) (of the cow), — and consequently the qualification is held to 
be denotable by the word,--*so in the case of the word ‘Sama* also, as 
it is found to denote the ‘ Sung Mantra * as qualified by the ‘ capability 
of being sung/ this last qualification forms the denotation of the word 
‘ Stoa/ 


l‘%hf I, 


ABHIKARANA ( 14 ). 
jyejmUim of ‘ Yajush,* 

Ta Ih® iiape * Yajusli^ i$ 

Tills Sutra is to be interpreted in tbe same manner as Sutra 38. 


ADHIKARANA (15), 

Nig adas included in \YajushJ 

PtTEVAPAKSHA. 

Sutra (ZB): “The Nigada must be taken as the fourth 
“ because of its peculiar qualification*” 

Sutra (39); “Also, because of being named differently.” 

Tbo ward ‘ m * serves the purpose of taking exception to the sweeping 
assertion made in the last Sutra^ 

Nigada would be the name of a fourth kind of Afan^ro^; because of 
“ its qualification being other than those of the preceding three. When 
“ we have such an injunction as that ‘ The Nigada should be uttered 
“ loudly,’ if the Nigada were the same as ‘ Yajush^^ then, by being 
uttered loudly, it would lose the characteristic of the ‘ Yajush ’ (which is 
** laid down as to be uttered quietly) ; and hence with a view to avoid this 
“ incongruity, we must hold the Nigada to be something other than the 
“ Yajush. If again the said Injunction be held to be only descriptive, even 
“that is not possible unless there is a distinct difference between the 
“ ‘ Yajush* and the * Nigada* ” 

SIDDHANTA. 

Sutra (40): They must be regarded as Yajush, because 
they have the same form as that. 

(1) In the passage “ AhB budhniya mantTam mS gdpUya^ vre 

find the number of the kinds of Mantras distinctly mentioned as ‘ three * 
only ; and we find that in the Veda, the word ‘ Nigada* is used as identical 
with ‘ Mantra ’ ; (2) it is quite possible for the Nigada to have its peculiar 
qualification, and to be named differently, eveu without renouncing the 
character of ‘ Yajush and (3) the aforesaid definition of ‘ Yajmh ’ is found 
to be quite applicable to it ; for these three reasons, the Nigadas must be 
regarded as ‘ Yajush* 

Smra (41) : It is ou account of (the fact of the Nigada) beiug 
employed in indicating (to others) that the peculia^r qualification 
0 f the Nigada is mentioned. 

The directicm that the Nigada is to be uttered loudly, is based upon 

exigencies of . mrcumstances and reasoning ; and as such being merely 
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descriptive^ the loudness is not spoken of as being enjoined. The sense 
of the Sutra is that the loudness of the Nigada is mentioned simply because} 
if uttered slowly, it would not serve the purpose (of indicating to others) 
for which it is uttered. 

Sutra (42) : Also because a distinct purpose is served (by such 
indicating to other people). 

There is a distinct purpose served by the addressing, to other people, of 
such sentences as ‘ Agmd viharaj &c. : unless this were addressee! to other 
people, the action of ‘ walking ' round the fire by the Agmdhra priest would 
not be accomplished ; and there would be no use of addressing, unless 
it were done loudly enough for others to hear ; it is for this reason 
that the particular qualification ‘ loudness ’ is mentioned. It is in this 
way too that the etymology of the word ‘ Nigada ’ becomes explained. 
As for the ‘quiet utterance,’ though it is directly enjoined by the Veda 
(as belonging to all Yajush), yet as such utterance would hamper our 
purpose, it could not rightly form part of the Action; and hence we 
take that injunction to refer to the Yajush other than the Nigadas, 

Sutra (43) : The different naming is simply for the purpose of 
expressing the particular qualification. 

Tliat is to say, the difference in name Us to be explained as being 
similar to the assertion ^ Feed the Brahmanas With curd, and the Paidwaja- 
kas with milk ’ ; where the Pdrtib'tBjalcas also are Brahmanas, but with a 
particular qualification, 86 in the case in question also, the Nigadas are 
Yajush^ bub with this qualification^ that they are to be uttered loudly. 

Sutra (44): Objection: ‘‘The name ‘ Nigada' would apply 
to all." 

That is to say, if the word ‘ Nigada ’ be explained as ‘ that which is 
recited loudly (‘gadyate’), then all Mantras would become Nigadas 
(because the Rk and the Sama Mantras also are recited loudly) ; and 
hence the name cannot be said to be for the purpose of expressing a par* 
ticular property. 

Sutra (45) : Reply : Not so, because of their being distinctly 
named as ^ Rk.’ 

There can be no such incongruity as mentioned above ; because we find 
Vedio texts laying down in certain cases the use of the Rk, after having 
denounced the Nigada (as forinstance, in the sentence ^AydjycL vai nigaddh^). 
And if , both Rk and Nigada were the same, then these texts would enjoin 
the same thing that they had denounced; and this is an impossibility. 
Nor is there any incongruity in the signification of the root ‘ gada because 
what it does is to denote a paa^tictilar property of sentences that have the char- 
acter of ftm Yajmh (and ^iPl^hiicould not apply to the and iikeSdma), 


ADHIKARANA (16). 

Definition of ^One-Sentence.^ 

Sutra (46) : So long as there is mention of the same object, the 
sentence must be regarded as a Yajush, and as one sentence f 
specially when it is such that if it be broken up, the divided portions 
become deficient (in certain necessary elements). 

Some people interpret this Sutra as affording a definition of ‘ Sentence/ 
And there too, they declare as follows : — > 

“ Though it is possible for the definition to belong to Vedic as well 
** as to ordinary sentences, yet inasmuch as the reasons propounded are 
“ known more easily as belonging to ordinary sentences, we must take 
‘‘it to be a definition of such sentences, and not of Vedic ones. Because 
“ in ordinary parlance we find that a sentence is used with regard to 
“ the object that has been cognised by other means of knowledge ; and 
“ it is only in such cases that we can ascertain the singleness of that 
“ object ; and as such it is in such oases that we can easily recognise the 
“ fact of tbe sentence being one.*' 

“ That is to say, in the case of the sentences of ordinary parlance, 
“ we find that the singleness of the meaning expressed by them, as well 
“ as the meaning itself is cognised by other means of knowledge ; and hence 
“on the strength of this well-recognised fact, it is possible for us to 
“recognise the singleness of sentences. In the case of Vedic Sentences, 
“ on the other hand, the meaning expressed not being amenable to any 
“ other means of knowledge, its singleness » <^nnot be ascertained prior 
“ to the utterance of the sentence itself ; because until the object has been 
“ recognised, there can be no idea of its singleness ^ and thus the definition in 
“ question not applying to these, its Apparent Inconsistency would lead us 
“ to a converse definition with regard to Vedic Sentences — viz.^ that the 
“ singleness of the meaning is due to the singleness of the sentence. That 
“is to say, just as the object — Sentence — denotes another object, in the 
“shape of the Meaning, so the property — ^Singleness — of the sentence 
“would denote the property — Singleness — of the meaning. It has also 
“been declared elsewhere: ‘Inasmuch as the meaning of the Vedic 
“ Sentence is always cognisable by ineans of the sentence, the functioning 
“of the meaning of the Veda is always in keeping with the sentence; 
“ and hence, as without the sentence there would he no meaning, the 
“ (Vedic) Sentence cannot be said to beboiitrolled by the meaning ? *’ 

Against the above interpretation of the vStira, we urge the following 
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arguments: (1) When Jaimini is engaged only in the explanation of the 
Yeda, by what connection wonld he lay down the definition of an ordinary 
sentence ? (2) As for a definition of the Vedic Sentence also, what connec- 
tion conld it have with the chapter dealing with Differences (among Actions), 
(3) Why should not he have mentioned this definition in the chapter (first) 
dealing with the Means of Knowing. (DJiarma) t (4) There was no use of 
mentioning the word ‘ one because the definition required would have 
been complete by merely mentioning that ** so long as one sense lasts, it is 
a sentence. (5) How is it that in the course of dealing with the 

Sutra proceeds to lay down something wholly unconnected with it ? 
(6) We find the Bhashya expressly supplementing the Sutra with the 
qualification “ among the yajush that are found to he read in close contiguity ” ; 
and this supplementing being quite reasonable, we see no reason why it 
should have been passed over in favour of another interpretation. (7) And 
further, if the Sutra went about laying down a definition of the singleness 
of a sentence^ having left off the treatment of Differences among Mantras, 
where — either in the Mantra, in the BrUhamana, ov in ordinary parlance — 
could such a definition be of any use ? 

As for the and the Sama, the limit of these is well defined by the 
capability of each being used in connection with sacrifices ; and as such in 
the case of these, no useful purpose could be served by a definition either 
of Sentence or of its singleness. So in the case of the Brcihmana, the 
passages laying down the Agnihotra, etc., having effectually led the persons 
concerned to the accomplishment of the particular Bhavana, as endowed 
with the three factors of the Result, the Means and the Process, — where 
would there be any use for a due knowledge of the character of the sen- 
tence or its singleness ? 

It might be urged that the use of such knowledge would lie in the 
avoiding of syntactical splits. But even this use is not possible ; because 
a syntactical split is nothing more than the incapability (of the sentence 
to have two distinct predicates) — on the ground of such double predica- 
bility necessitating the repetition of certain words, etc. ; and this in- 
capability is always ascertained independently of all knowledge of the 
singleness or multiplicity of the sentence. That is to say, the repetition 
of a word, or of a part of a word, or of a number of words — or the 
cutting up of the word itself — ^is known to he an anomaly, by people, 
independently of any knowledge of the singleness or multiplicity of the 
sentence. And in the case of the breaking up of the word there are yet 
other anomalies, viz,, the necessity of rejecting the perceptible connection 
(between the members of the sentence and that word), and also that of 
assuming various unheard d£ potentialities (of the words concerned). 
While the word, etc., as such repeated 
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words would not have the character of the Veda, they could not be equally 
authoritative. 

For these reasons we conclude that no useful purpose is served by 
a definition of the Singleness of a Sentence (in the matter of Vedic 
sentences). 

In the case of the sentences of ordinary parlance also, inasmuch 
as all usage is actually found to be carried on, independently of any defi- 
nition, any such would be of no use at all. 

And farther, if the singleness of the sentence were to be ascertained 
by the singleness of the meaning expressed by it,— then, inasmuch as 
the only purpose served by the sentence is to bring about the cognition 
of its meaning, after this meaning, and also its singleness, has been duly 
cognised — what would be the use of a subsequent cognition of the single- 
ness of the sentence itself ? As for the speakers, their sole purpose is to 
express a certain fact to otiier persons, and for their own sake, they have 
no need of any such definition. While as for those hearing him, when 
the sentence addressed to them treats of something wholly unknown to 
them, for them, there is not much difference between snch a sentence and 
a Vedic one; while if it treat of something already known to him, then it 
is a mere repeated description, and as snch no importance is to be attached 
to it. So in any case, even an ordinary sentence does not stand in need 
of snch definition. 

Then again, (if the Sutra be taken as embodying a definition of 
the ordinary sentence), wherefore should it not have laid down one of 
Vedic sentences also ? It cannot be urged that the definition of these 
also has been implied throngh Apparent Inconsistency. Because the 
proper process would have been to directly lay down the definition of 
Vedic sentences, and then to imply, by Apparent Inconsistency, that of 
ordinary sentences. As a matter of fact, however, no such Inconsistency 
is possible in the case in question; because it is not such that a know- 
ledge of the said definition of ordinai’y sentence is not possible without 
a (implied) definition of the Vedic sentence. 

Farther, it is not yet established that what you point out as the 
definition of Vedic sentences (as implied by Apparent Inconsistency), 
really applies to such sentences ; because what the definition does is to 
bring forward the fact of the singleness of the meaning being based 
upon that of the Sentence, Then again, inasmuch as it is quite 
possible to believe the original definition in the Sutra itself to pertain 
to Vedic sentences (and not to ordinary sentences),— or that the defini- 
tion of V^dic sentences may be something entirely different, — there 
is no inevitable Inconsistency in tiie matter. Nor can the definition be 
said to have the character of Varisankhgd, (that is to say, it cannot be 
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said that the definition, while applying to ordinary sentences, also serves 
to preclude Vedio sentences as having the contrary character), because 
there is no mention made of the relationship of the general and 
partioiilar. That is to say, if it were so that the general definition had 
been mentioned, and then that definition were siihsequently pointed out 
as applying only to ordinary sentences, then alone could it be concluded, 
through ParisanJchya, that the definition in question does not apply to 
Vedic sentences. But the definition in question cannot be said to be a 
particular one ; because in that case there would he many irregularities. 
On the other hand, we can, quite reasonably, lay down the contrary 
proposition that— ‘ Because of the muUi;pUcity of the meaning, the 
sentence is one, specially when it is such thafc on being separated, there 
remains nothing wanting in it ’ ; or that ' Because of fche singleness of the 
meaning the sentences are many.’ Consequently none of the above posi- 
tions is rightly tenable. 

Further, liow can the singleness of the sentence be ascertained 
independently of the meaning ? for certainly any such singleness of the 
sentence is not cognisable in the mere verbal form of the sentence* 
That is to say, it is always the singleness of the meaning that is ascer- 
tained from the singleness of the sentence ; and hence it must he admitted 
that the singleness of the sentence is always independent of the singleness 
of the meaning ; and we do not perceive any limit of the sentence — 
be it made up of a hundred or a thousand letters. For when a certain 
number of letters' not having their meanings known, are found to exist 
in one as well as in many sentences, we never come across a cognition 
of any limit of the sentence. 

For these reasotis it must be concluded that those words, on hear- 
ing which we are clearly cognisant of a single meaning, must be taken 
as forming a ‘ single vsentence.^ And it is only this definition that is not 
found incompatible with the character of any sentence— either ordinary, 
or of the Mantra and Brahmana, 

It has been urged above that, ‘‘prior to the cognition of the sen- 
tence, there is no idea either of its meaning, or of its singleness.’’ 

And to this we make the following reply : The meaning of the 
sentence is always signified by the meanings of words as known in the 
ordinary world ; and hence it cannot he said to he brought about by 
means of the singleness of the sentence. That is to say, if the sentence 
had an independent denotation of its own, like the word, then, some- 
how or other, it might have been possible for us to hold the meaning 
of the sentence to depend upon the singleness or multiplicity of that 
sentence. As a matter of fact, however, we find that the meanings 
of words having been expressed by each woi‘d, independently of one 
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another, it is solely from the conaection among these word-meanings, 
that there follows the cognition of the meaning of the sentence (made 
Tip of those words), independently of any functioning of the words 
(towards this latter cognition); and it is from this that it is concluded 
that so many words form a single sentence ; and towards this result we 
find nothing that is contributed either by the sentence or its singleness, 
xind in this explanation there is nothing that is incongruous. 

Il7ow then, that which forms the meaning of the sentence (in the 
Veda) is the Bliavana, qualified by its accessories ; and differences in the 
Bhavana are always found to be cognised by such means as the presence 
of another word, and so forth (w<^e next Pada). That is to say, in 
the case of a collection of words, where we do not find any other 
Bhavana expressed by such agencies as the presence of another word 
and so forth, we conclude that the sentence is one only; and thus its 
multiplicity would always depend npon the denotation of other Bhdvanas. 
Consequently, inasmuch as both of these — singleness and multiplicity — 
are recognised by other means, the singleness of the sentence cannot 
be any reason for the singleness of the meaning. 

In view of the above argument, then, we should explain the Sutra 
exactly in accordance with the Bhashya. 

In the Adhyaya dealing with Differences, the special subject intro- 
duced being the Mantras^ the different forms of these, in the shape of 
tlie Ek, the Yajush and the Sama have been described; and then there 
naturally arising a desire for enquiring further into the subdivisions of 
these, each distinct Rk or Sama being definitely known, each by itself, 
to the traditional generations of students, any definition of these is not 
attempted. The Yajush^ however, are found in the text, mixed with one 
another, and as such one Yajush could not be distinguished from another 
without a sort of a definition ; consequently it is such a definition that the 
Sutra proceeds to give. ISfor can it be urged that each Yajush could be 
distinguished by means of the directions (contained in the Brahmanas) 
which always mention the opening word of each Yajush. Because hhe 
Brahmanas do not contain directions with regard to ail Yajush ; nor is 
the rule that — ‘ the beginning of the second Yajush means the end of the 
first ’ — found in the Veda ; it is only a rule that the author of the Sutras 
themselves have made with reference to directions contained in the 
Brcthmanas. 

Thus then the Bhashya explains the first part of the Sutra as — ^ that 
collection of words which is employed as one ucihoh^ in a sacrifice^ is one YajusW ; 
and it will be evident that this explanation is based upon the etymological 
formation of the word ‘ Yajush^ (which has its source in the root yaj^^ 
to sacrifice). As a matter of fact, find that in the case of a, 11 
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Mantms^ there is always in tlie first instance, cognised a direction^ — ^in 
tbe form HMs Jfonira is to ba employed at sacrifices’ — inferred from 
the context (in -wMch the Mantra ogguts) . It is after this that, — it being 
realised that the Mantra cannot, dii^ectly by itself, be utilised in the 
sacrifice, — we conclude that it helps in the completion of the sacrifice 
by the pointing out of its auxiliaries (in the shape of the Deity, etc.). 
It is for this reason that it has been said (in the Bhashya) that 
that collection of words which serves to recall the auxiliaries of a sacrifice 
is one Yajusli^ and it is also known as a sentence (Valcya)^ because it has to 
be spoken (pronounced or recited). A \YRhya^ (sentence) is that 
which can be spoken out («ec%a^e) ; and only that can be spoken out (at 
the performance of sacrifices) which is capable of serving its function,^ — 
nothing more or less than that; and it is by means of that rauoh 
alone that the sacrifice is accomplished. Then arises tbe question as 
to the character of the Yajmh; and this is answered b}’' the second 
part of the Sutra — ‘ It is that which expresses a single fact, ami has its parts 
depending upon one another^* If only so much were a Yajush, then any- 
thing over and above this must be taken as another sentence, and as such 
spoken of as a distinct Yajush. Thus, in all cases, be it from the beginning 
or from the end, only such words are accepted as a Yajusli, as are capable 
of expressing a single fact, leaving aside all that is not so capable, — 
all those of the latter sort forming distinct Yajush by themselves. 

Says the Biiashya — Inasmuch a sentence is known to he one on account 
of the aforesaid reason, we conclude that a collection of tvords expressing 
a single fact forms one sentence* The sense of this is that the definition 
of a single sentence being explained as above, through that, we also get 
at the definition of the distinctness of Ynjtish, as also that of the distinct- 
ness of sentences. 

The Bhashya puts the question — What is the example ? This ques- 
tion emanates from one who takes the word ‘ artha ’ (in the Siltra') to 
mean ‘ signifiGation ’ and thereby considers it impossible for tbe Sutra 
to contain the two definitions (of the distinctness of Yajush and of the 
distinctness of sentences). And the sense of the question may be thus 
explaiJied : 16 is the word that would have a single signification (artha); 

** but it has nofc ifcs parts depending upon one another; and the collection 
“ of words (sentence), which has its part dependent upon one another, 
has nofc a single signification. That is to say, it is possible for the word 
to have a single denotation in the shape of the Class ; but it is not 
such that when ifcs component letters, roots or affixes are separated, there 
“ is any element wanting in it; because in that condition the word is 
“ absolutely without any power of signifying any thing. As for the collec- 
** tion of words, on tbe other band, — its part, i*e., tlie words themselves, 
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“ stand in need of one another, on being separated ; bat they do not afford 
a single meaning; because each word has a distinct signification of 
‘‘ its own, and the collation of these is not known to have any meaning 
apart from that of the component words. And hence there being nothing 
‘‘ that could form the right object of the definition, it cannot be a definition 
“ at all (in the sense that is attached to it by the Bhashya).'' 

In reply to the above question, the Bteya has cited the Mantra 
‘ JDevsya twUy etc., and the reply is based mainly upon the fact of the 
word ‘ ’ being taken in the sense of ’ (and not in that of 

‘signification’). 

The opponent says in the Bhashya: The word ^jpada' here has 

only one meaning and in this he further e;s:plains what he means, — the 
sense of it being this : When apart from the signification of the word 
“ there is no signification of the sentence, as one impartite whole, then 
“ Distinction and Connection, as signified by the sentence, would only be 
the properties of the significations’ of the component words themselves, 
“they being recognised as belonging to them, on account of extreme 
“ proximity.” 

With a view to all this it has been said in the Bhashya : TJven then 
the signification would not he one only ; because by “ Distinction ” is 
meant the mutual differentiation or specification among the words ; 
and this cannot be one, as it is different with each word. In accordance 
with the theory that words signify Individuals^ all individual cows being 
spoken of by the word “ Cow,” all that the qualifying words * white,’ etc., 
can be said to do is to distinguish them from the hlach; and they cannot 
serve the purpose of signifying the connection (of tvhiteness with the indivi- 
dual cow) ; and as for the connection of this qualification, this being in- 
cluded in the signification of the word, it cannot form the meaning of the 
sentence; and hence what is cognised is only the distinctness (of the 
objects signified by the words), in which the said connection enters as a 
secondary element. And just as the distinctness belongs to the word 
‘cow’ because of the word ‘white* differentiating it from the ‘ black,’ 
etc., — so in the same manner the distinctness belongs to the word ‘ white ’ 
as differentiated by the word ‘ Cow ’ from the ‘ Horse,’ etc. And thus 
the objects to be differentiated from (or set aside) being many, there is no 
authority for declaring the singleness (of the Connection or Distinctness). 
If recourse be had to “ Distinctness ’ in general^ then this class ‘ Dis- 
tinctness’ being always one, all sentences would become synonymous. . If 
again, the meaning of the sentence be said to consist of the meanings 
of the component words, as, accompanied by the said distinctness, then 
the ‘ Multiplicity * becomes an established fact. 

So also (in the ease of the theory that the meanings of the com- 
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ponent words consists in their Connection'), fcliis Connection among the 
denotations of the words is only a mutual attachment among them; and 
as this diflters in each couple, no singleness could he cognised. Even 
in accordance with the theory that the denotation of the word consists of 
the Class, — the classes ‘ Whiteness ’ and ‘ Cow ’ as denoted in their 
respective forms, would, on account of proximity, exert a mutual 
attachment; and as this would constitute the meaning of the sentence, 
the distincttiess whereof would he indirectly established. This connection 
too — either in the shape of whiteness in the class ‘‘cow,’" or in that of the 
‘ cow ’ in ‘ whiteness ’ — would be found to reside completely in each indivi- 
dual (cow) ; and as such it could not but be many. Though in the case of 
a sentence containing only two words, it might be possible for the connection 
to be the same in regard to both words, — ^yet in the ease of sentences 
containing many words, there would be various places where each set of 
two words would come into contact ; and the connection thus being found 
in so many different places, it could not but be many. 

And further, the meanings of words being self-important, both 
Distinctness and Connection are only their properties ; and as such they 
would always differ with the difference in the objects of which they are 
properties ; and hence they could never be one. That is to say, so long as 
we do not admit of a singleness or unity of ]purjpose among certain words, 
the significations of these being all self-sufiScient, could never bring about 
any unity ; and as such each of them would hear with itself independently 
the said distinctness and connection. And for this reason also they would 
many. 

Though for us, who hold the “ Class ’’ to form the denotation of 
a word, we do not hold the said Distinctness to form the signification 
of a sentence (such signification being held only by the upholders of 
Apoha — the Bauddhas), — yet, inasmuch as the Furvclpahshi had brought 
up that also as an alternative, there is nothing incongruous in our accept- 
ing it for the sake of argument. And as for the explanation of the 
Siddhdnta itself, this is very rightly done by taking the word artha ’’ 
(in the Sutra) in the sense of “ purpose ” (and in this it is not necessary 
for us to accept the Apoha or any other theory contrary to our tenets). 

Thus then, it is also possible to declare that it is only the object 
denoted by a single word that is the principal factor, and it is only as 
the qualification of that object that everything else is mentioned ; and as 
such on account of the Distinctness and the Connection of that object there 
can he only one Distinctness or Connection. And thus, as being in 
iniimate relationship with the action, the Mantra being found to serve a 
distinctly visible purpose in Connection with the action, the function of 
the whole collection of words forming the Mantra lies in the pointing out 
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of the action of Nirvapa, as qualified by the denotation of the words- 
‘ SavUri ' and the rest ; and as such the example is found to be quite 
apt. 

The opponent, however, not realising the fact of the Nirvapa being 
the predominant factor, is made to ask, in the BMshya — Nanvatm 
devasya, etc''* And in reply to this tlie author says that such would 
have been the case only if the word Nirvapami \Tere construed in one 
place and also in another ; because such double construction would be 
possible only when the Nirvdpa would be the secondary factor. But, 
as a matter of fact, we find that this cannot but be the predonunant 
factor, as it serves a distinctly useful purpose ; while as for Samtf, etc., 
inasmuch as these do not form part of the action, they are only subservient 
to the action of Nirvapa; and hence all the words have one and the same 
purpose (namely that which is served by the Nirvapa). 

Another objection has been raised in the Bhashya : Wherefore should 
the Sutra have laid down both the conditions?'* The sense of this 
question is this: (A) “In a case where a number of words together 
“ serve a single purpose, it naturally follows that, when separated, they 
“ would be wanting in certain elements (because each by itself could not 
“serve that purpose); and as such it is not necessary to mention the second 
“ condition separately ; (B) conversely each of the words separately 
“ could not be wanting in a certain element, unless they were so placed 
that they all conjointly served one and the same purpose ; because it 
“is always possible for each of them by ^itself to serve distinct pur- 
“ poses ; and hence the first condition being already implied in the 
“ second, there is no need for mentioning both,” 

In reply to this objection, the Bhashya proceeds to cite counter- 
instances. (A) In this connection it is shown that the single purpose 
of pointing out the division of the Oake is served by the words indepen- 
dently of one another. (That is to say, if we left off the second condi„ 
tion, then “ hhago vam vibhajatu aryama v(Jlm vihhajatu" would become one 
Mantra, which, as a matter of fact, it is not ; and this is avoided by tbe 
mention of the second condition, because each sentence hhago vam 
vibhajatu, when separated from the other, is not found to be wanting in 
any element). 

Though the objection as to the multiplicity of the Gahe-division has 
already been answered before, yet it has been brought forward again, with 
a view to show that there being no qualification collectively mentioned,, 
as the word ^ vihhajattt* is repeated, there is no fault of the aforesaid 
anushahga' (Le., there is no necessity of carrying tbe mxm ^ vibhajatu' 
from one place to another). 

The reply to this objection is that we shall show later on how, even 
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when there are distinct independent accessories mentioned (as for 
instance, Bhaga and Aryama in the case in question), the action is not 
more than one. And we have already set aside all chance of the pre- 
dominance of the Accessory; and hence any specifications dne to the 
accessory, not forming an integral part of the action, cannot be regarded 
as significant ; and hence both the sentences-— ‘ Wiago vBm vibhajatu ’ and 
‘ aryama mm mhhajatu ’ — must be taken as only expressing the * Division ' 
in general; and as such both being found to serve the same purpose 
(they would come to be taken as forming a single yajusJi, if we left ofi 
the second condition in the Swira). 

(B). In the case of the sentence ^ varhirdevasadana^n dami tasmin 
szda ^ — if we leave off the first condition, then, even though the latter 
sentence ‘ fas* m?’n dda' is dependent upon the former, yet, the purposes 
served hy the two being distinct, tliey are taken as two distinct sentences 
(which would not be possible if the serving of a single ^urjpose were not 
laid down as a necessary condition). 

For these reasons it must be admitted that the two conditions to- 
gether form the required definition. 


ADHIKA.EANA (17). 

Conditions of the Diversity of Sentences. 

Sutra (47) : When the sentences are equally independent 
of one another, then they are “distinct.” 

PtJEVAPAKSHA. 

‘‘ In the case of those sentences, the fact of whose intimate relation- 
ship with the action is not perceptible, and the use whereof is laid down 
^‘only by direct directions (in the Brahraa^ia), in the absence of any 
“indication of such use by the words of the sentence itself, — we must 
“ accept all that extends in the text up to the point where the next 
“(well-known) Jiawitm begins, to form a single Mantra, Because the 
“direction of its use being wholly verbal, it would be necessary to assume 
“ an imperceptible result (as following from such use); and on this score 
“ it is the assumption of the least possible Imperceptible Result that can be 
“ permissible ; and when a single purpose being thus assumed for the 
“ whole, if they would be separated, they would be found wanting in some 
“ element (and as such both the conditions of the previous Sutra being 
“ fulfilled, the sentence must be regarded as one). Tliat is to say, 
“ inasmuch as there is no authority for making unnecessary assumptions 
“ of many imperceptible results, we are led to assume a single result 
“ as following from all the sentences in question ; and hence each part of 
“ the sentence being incapable of bringing about that result, we have the 
“ condition that when separated the sentences become deficient ; and 
“as such the sentence must be regarded as one (in accordance with 
“ the two conditions laid down in the foregoing Sutra). 

“ The following questions might here be brought forward : V(l) In 
“ accordance with this theory, how do you account for such distinct 
“ directions (contained in the Brahmana) as — ‘ he should cut the branch of 
''the tree with the Mantra ishe ‘and should wash it wuth urje 

“(which distinctly lay down each part of the sentence as a sepai’ate 
Mantra)? And (2) how do you account for the plural number in 
“ hlfiftih in the direction klriptzrvUcayati where we find each hope (Jclriptl) 
“ mentioned distinctly as oywrme kaJpatam^ prdno me kalpatam*^ if all of 
“ these Ibopes were taken as forming a single sentence, why should there 
“ be the plural number in hlripHh f ’ 
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“To the above question we make the following reply: (1) It is 
“ quite possible for a single Mantra to be spoken of by means of several 
“words (contained in it), and (2) we have Uriptih in the plural, 
“because the word ^ Jcalpatdm^ is often repeated. 

“ That is to say — (1) a Mantra can be pointed out by pronouncing 
“any word therein contained — be that word in the beginning, in the 
“middle, or in the end; and there is nothing incompatible in this; 
“ hence in the case in question, so long as the direction will continue, 
“ the whole Mantra will have to be pronounced with each distinct action 
“because any mere part of the Mantra is wholly useless (2) and inas- 
“ much as we find the word * kalpatdm ’ repeated frequently, there is 
“ nothing incompatible in the plurality of the hlriptth'^ 

SIDDHINTA. 

To all this we make the following reply : The above view cannot be 
maintained ; any idea of the employment and the purpose of the Mantra 
is possible only after its verbal form bas been duly recognised ; and hence 
first of all it becomes necessary for us to ascertain the verbal form of the 
Mantra itself, before we proceed to examine whether all its constituent 
parts are distinct Mantras^ or they collectively form a single Mantra, 

"Eor the present we shall leave aside the ordinary argument in favour 
of our position — such, for instance, as the presence of distinct purposes, or 
the presence of distinct directions for each part. As a matter of fact, 
the form of the Mantra cannot be said to be ascertained after its purpose 
or use has been ascertained. Because the form of tbe Mantra is always 
found to be definitely ascertained directly from tbe Vedic text itself, 
independently of all use or purpose, etc. ; and the employment or the 
Purpose of the Ma7itTa is always accepted in accordance with its singleness 
or multiplicity as cognised at the time that the text of the Mantra is 
ascertained. We have already shown above that there is nothing w’rong 
in assuming many imperceptible factors, or results, provided that we have 
sufficient authority for such assumption. And, as a matter of fact, 
we find that at the time that the text of the Mantra {Islie etc,) is ascer- 
tained, we have no idea either of the fact of its various portions being 
dependent upon one another, or of all of them serving a single purpose. 
And for this reason there being nothing against the conclusion 
that each part is distinct by itself, even subsequently we do not find 
any ground for taking them as one only. Nor is it possible for us rightly 
to assume a mutual interdependence among the several parts, when no 
such dependence has been actually perceived. And though, even in the 
absence of this dependence, it would he possible for the several parts 
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to serve a single common purpose, yet as one of the two chief conditions 
(of syntactical unity) would be wanting, the whole Mantra cannot be taken 
as a single sentence. And hence it is all the more impossible for it to be 
taken as one when we find that the text of each part being different, 
there is a different use laid down for each; and the uses of these 
being different, — even though they may bring about imperceptible 
results,— the purposes served by the various parts cannot but be distinct. 

Our opponent also will have to admit that there must be a distinct 
purpose with each direction. The only difference then between us is that 
while you hold all these results to follow from the whole Mantra, accoi ding 
to us each of them follows from each distinct part of the Mantra. Nor, 
in our case, is it necessary to assume any imperceptible results as following 
from each part of the Jfaw^ra, as each of them actually serves a 
distinctly useful purpose laid down in the Brahmana, 

(1) And for the sake of the due fulfilment of these purposes it 
becomes incumbent on us even to supply whatever woi*ds — as * cMnadmi ' 
and the like— might be wanting in the Mantra as it stands, to duly 
accomplish the purpose ; for instance the cutting of the branch, mentioned 
in the 

(2) Or it may he that— as in the case of the Brahmana direction — 

that ‘the Mahendra hymn “is represented in the immbling of the 
chariot,' even though the rumbling is not significant of any meaning, 
yet, at the peculiar time, by the mere remembrance of the Brahmana- 
direction in question, people recognise the rumbling as the actual siiiging 
of the hymn, — so, in the same manner, on account of the Brahmana- 
direcfcions in connection with the Mantra ‘ IsTie tv^,' etc.., the various parts 
thereof — ^ishe ^ urje tva , ' etc. — would bring about the idea of cutting^ 

etc, (and in this case it would not be necessary to supply the word 
^cMnadmi^). 

Both of these processes (1) and (2) are equally authoritative; and 
hence the authors of the Kalpasntras have recourse to one or the other in 
different places. 

Thus then in any case, we must come to the following coticlusion 
Inasmuch as it is absolutely impossible to make use of a senten 
wanting in a necessary factor, and as it is not right to make use of non 
significant words, we must have recourse to the supplying, from without, 
of the wanting word. Or, inasmuch as the Mantra should be used 
exactly as it is found in the Veda, we must convince ourselves of the 
fact of the words of the Mantra^ as they actually stand, bringing about 
the idea of all that is necessary. The acceptance of the one or the other 
alternative is optional in the performance of the sacrifice. 

And hence we find that the various parts of the Mantra in question must 
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be takep as distinct sentences, also on account of tbe difference in tlie 
distinct perceptible purposes served by each of them. 

Further, each part of the Mantra being found to have a distinct 
function of its own, as pointed out by the Brahmana-direotions, each 
of them by itself must hel^ in the sacrifice ; and this alone constituting the 
etymological meaning of the word ^yojmh ’ (ijyate anBna), each part must 
be admitted to be a distinct by itself . 

In the same manner, in the ease of the sentences— 
kal^atam^^ ^ prQno yajnena halpatam,’ etc .^ — -though the same purpose is 
served by all the sentences, yet they cannot be taken as a single 
sentence ; because each is distinctly perceived in its own form, indepen- 
dently of the others. As a matter of fact, however, they do not even 
serve the same purpose, because the ‘ ” {preservaMon) of ^ 

is distinctly different from that of ^ prana ^ and the rest. Nor can it be 
urged that, “ as in the case of the sentence agvinorhahubyUm rdrrapmvl 
pushno hastdhhyamy the mrvdpa is accepted to be the same in both eases; 
so in the case in question also the ^preservation’ would be the same 
mail”; because we find the word ‘ ’ in the plura,! numbei’, in 

the Mantric Injunction. Then again, in this case, the ‘ halpanas ’ not 
forming an integral part of the sacrifice, much significance cannot be 
attached to them; and the only purpose of the Mantras lies in its 
recitation ; and in the Mantra we actually find mentioned many 
* halpanas and as the difference of halpanas is not possible without a 

difference in their significations, we regard the significations, that are 
subservient to the letters of the word, to be many. 

The Bhdshya has said that the mention of particular halpanas has 
a distinctly perceptible purpose; and this is with reference to the 
accomplishing of many Mantras. 

The Bhdshya speaks of an objection : The halpana spoken of in 

each case may he taken in the sense of halpana in general^ as in the case of 
the Gahe-dwision with reference to the sentences Bhago vUm vihhajatu 
“ and Aryamd vdm vibhajatu.^^ And the citing of a fresh instance is 
based upon the fact that the case of the halpanas is different from 
that of JSfirvdpa^ in that this latter is mentioned only once (whereas the 
halpana and the vihhdga are repeated). The sense of this is that, just 
as though frequently repeated the ‘ Division ’ Vihhaga^) is not accepted 
to be many, even though the Instrumentality thereof (in the shape of 
Bhaga and Aryama, etc.) is diverse, — so, in the same manner, in the 
case in question there would be no diversity of halpanas, 

- The reply to this is: It is not so; because in the case in question 
no useful purpose is served by taking ‘ halpatdm ’ in the sense of halpana 
in generals , ^ _ 
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Or ^ yatha mhliagB ’ maybe construed with the Keply, the sense thereof 
being that ‘ as in the case of the Division, so here also, etc., etc.’ 

Ohjeetion: ‘‘As a matter of fact, there is a diversity in the case 
‘‘of the Division; and as such it was not right to pat this instance in the 
‘‘ month of the objector.” 

Reply : In that case we will explain the citing of that instance to be, 
not for the purpose of pointing out unity, but only with a view to identify- 
ing the case in question with that of the instance, and thereby making 
the former open to alternative processes ; just as we have in the case of 
the Yibbaga (where there is an option between the agency of Bhaga 
and that of Aryama). The sense of the objection thus comes to be that 
“ we have an option in the case of mbhaga , — why then cannot we have 
the same in the case in question also ? ” 

The reply to this is that this cannot be; because there is an 
option only in that case where the subject is the same in both alterna- 
tives. In the case in question, however, we do not find anything to 
show that the significations oi $11 ^ kalpanas ^ are the same (in the 
shape of halpana in general) ; and hence we cannot take them all 
as synonymous, as iu the case of ■ vihhaga * ; specially as we find that 
each sentence expresses a hope for ayu* (longevity) and the rest, as 
qualified by ^ Iclfiptz * (preservation). In the case of ^vibMga' 
inasmuch as no important purpose is served hy the accessories (in the 
shape of Bhaga, etc. ), the action of vihhaga (Division) in general 
itself comes to he the predominant factor ; and as such it is this action 
alone that is indicated by the Mantra (and the matter of the instrumental- 
ity is left optional). In the case in question, on tbe other hand, what 
are hoped for are a ‘long life^ (dyw) and the rest; and as such it is 
these that are the predominant factors ; and it is as qualification of these 
that we have the mention of ‘ Jcalpana\ (preservation) ; and it is not the 
halpana as qualified by ‘ long life,’ etc., that is indicated by the Mantra ; 
because no useful purpose would be served by this indication. Even if 
this Action {Kalpana) were the predominant factor, then, too, there being 
a clear difference between ayu^ prana^ etc,^ the action (preservation of 
these) also could not but be many. And in support of the theory of 
diversity, we have the fact of each of them serving a distinct perceptible 
purpose. 

Or, it maybe that the word ^hlriptV in the injunction ^ klrpiUr 
mcayati' does not refer to the Mantra Ayuryajnena halpatam^^ etc,); 
what it does is to denote the multiplicity of the action (of kalpana) ; be- 
cause all words depend upon the objects they signify. Consequently, 
firstly, becanse the plural number distinctly denotes a diversity of 
Actions, and secondly, because a distinct diversity is accepted as based 
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Upon tlie diversity of tlie qualifications { etG») Mantra 

{Ayuryajnena halpatam^ etc,) in question comes to be taken as referring to 
Kalpana as qualified Ayu^ etc. } and in tMs manner tbey come to fulfil 
what is laid down in the Brabmana-direction (‘ MripUrvcicayati ; themhj 
coming to serve distinctly perceptible purposes, each part must be taken 
as having a distinct purpose of its own. 

Objection: “In that case, how is it that the Brdhmana urns the 
“ word ^vaoayati ’? because the object of this Verb must be a wor£i (while 
“ the word ‘ Jdripti ' has been explained as * something qualified by Ayuj 
“ which could not be the object of ‘ v^cayati,^ etc.^ which means ^ makes 

“ to pronounce’) ? 

Beply: This is no incongruity at all ; because the word is used 
in both senses. That is to say, just as people use the word ^ vacayati ’ with 
reference to a person uttering a word, so, in the same manner, when a 
person is found to speak of a certain object by means of a certain word, 
then with regard to the person who makes him sfeah of it, we use the 
word ^vacayati* makes to speak). Hence the sense of the injunction 
hlriptzr vacayati comes to be that when the sacrificer proceeds to pronounce 
the word expressive of the action of Klfipti {pv Kalpana), then the 
Adhvaryzt priest makes him pronounce it (j v&cayati ') , And inasmuch 
as the Mantras Ayuryajnena kalpatam^ and the rest) indicate so 
many distinct Kalpanas, it is only when each of them is accepted as a 
distinct Mantra by itself that it is found to serve a perceptible purpose 
and hence in such cases the sentences must be admitted to be distinct. 


ADHIKIRANA (18). 

{_I)efinition of Anushanga.'] 

Sutra (48): Antishaiiga is the means of completing the Sen- 
tence ; because it is such as is equally applicable (to it). 

In connection with the Jyotishtoma^ three Homos are laid down (viz,,, 
the Agneyz, the Soumi and the Vaishnam) ; and it is laid down — by the- 
sentence ^ agnimaniham,* etc,^ t li at in the beginning of each o£ these the 
Agneyz Homo has to be offered. And the three Mantras enjoined 
for the Agneyt, accompanying the first of these, the Brdhmana lays 
down in its complete form — (1) ^ Yute aguB ayagaya tanurvarsMshthd^j 

swaM ’ ; and those for the other two are mentioned only in their 

incomplete forms — such as (2) ‘ YatB agnS rayUgaya ’ and (3 ) ‘ Yate ague 
haracaya.^ 

In the case of these two, inasmuch as the subject is introduced 
by the word ^ ya ^ (that which) ^ which is in the feminine gender, the sen- 
tences cannot be complete without some word denotative of a feminine 
object. And no use can be made of an incomplete sentence ; conse- 
quently, with a view to avoid this inconsistency , it becomes necessary to 
supply a part of the sentence that would supply the missing factor. 
Because in the Veda, not even a single incomplete sentence is found to be 
used ; consequently in cases wimre the sentence met with happens to be 
incomplete, the factor necessary for its completion must be sought out 
from^so me where else. 

Nor, too, is actual sensuous Perception the only means of cognising 
Vedic Mantras ; because they can be cognised by means of Inference and 
the other means of knowledge just as well as by means of Sense-percep- 
tion. Hence it is only when all the five means of knowledge have 
ailed, that a certain sentence can be relegated to the sixth one of Negation 
actually denied). In the case in question we should not rest idle ; no 
sooner we find Sense-perception not affording us the requisite knowledge 
of the completing factor, if we also find Inference and the rest all equally 
inoperative, then alone we should conclude the Mantra to he made up of 
that incomplete sentence alone. If, however, any one of these means of 
cognitiou supplies the knowledge of the missing factor, then the Mantra is 
to be taken as made up of the sentence thus completed, which, before the 
addition of this factor, was wanting. Thus then, it is by Apparent 
Inconsistency that we are led to the general conclusion that there is a. 
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missing factor. And thus there being no room for the functioning of 
Negation, the incomplete sentence is wholly incapable of being used. 

Thus then, there arises the question as to whether this missing 
factor is to be supplied out of the Veda, or out of certain sentences of 
ordinary parlance, — in the former case the missing factor being found 
in the preceding Mmitra, in the shape of ‘ tanurvarsMsJitha^" etc. 

PtJUVAPAKSHA. 

“ It is to be supplied out of sentences of ordinary parlance. Because 
“ a part of the Vedic sentence, being naturally bound up with this 
sentence, cannot go to any other place ; sentences of ordinary parlance, 
on the other hand, can be used anywhere and for any purpose that one 

likes. That is to say, just as such Vedic objects as the ^Ahavamifa*' 

‘‘fire and the like never turn aside from their purposes as definitely 
“laid down in the Veda, so, in the same manner, a part of a Vedic 

“ sentence is bound hard and fast to that sentence of which it actually 

“forms part in thetejct; and as such it cannot be used anywhere else. 
“ A part of the ordinary sentence, on the other hand, is not so bound 
“ up ; and as such it can be used anywhere one likes ; and as such there 
“ would be nothing incongruous in its being taken up for the purpose 
“of the supplying of the missing part of any sentence. Consequently^ 
“ it is only a part of the ordinary sentence that can be brought in to 
“ complete two Mantras in question. 

“ On the ground, liowever, of the Vedic sentence being found ready 
“ to hand, and as such its use being much easier, while the ordinary 
“ sentence has to be composed, — if someone were to supply the missing 
“ part out of a Vedic sentence, taking it only as an ordinary sentence, 
‘^then nothing can be said against it. All that we mean is that 
“ any such sentence, separated from its proper place, should not be 
“considered as Vedic. For instance, when during the reading of such 
“ works as the Mahdhharata and the like, if we come across certain 
“ Vedic sentences, we read them as ordinary sentences, and not with the 
“ restrictions of pronunciation, etc., attendant upon the Vedic sentence. 

“And further, if, — on the ground of the sentence rajaga^ 

“ being as closely proximate to the sentence ‘ tanurmrsishthd ’ etc.^ as the 
“ first sentence ‘ ayaqaya ’ — the ^ tanurvarsishtka,'^ etc.^ should be 
“taken along vfiiih ^ydtBraj&gaydf — then in that case the Mantra should 
“ be pronounced exactly as it would be found in the text {i.e., it should 
“be read as : Hanurwshishthd . . • . svaha yMe rajiHgayd’)^ which 

“would be absurd. For this reason, too, the missing factor cannot he 
“ supplied out of the Vedic sentence.*" 
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SIDDHiNTA. 

To the above we make the following reply : It is only when the Veda 
has ceased to function towards a certain end, that there can be an occasion 
for the functioning of ordinary sentences ; and the functioning of the 
Veda can be believed to have ceased, only after all effort and attempt to 
find it out has totally failed. 

That is to say, a Vedic sentence can be completed only by supplying 
the missing part from out of a Vedic sentence, and not from out of an 
ordinary sentence ; because the Veda is the only means of knowing Dharma. 
If, however, the most diligent search on our part fails to show us a Vedic 
sentence duly functioning towards the required end, then alone can the 
Veda allow of the completing of its sentence by the help of ordinary 
sentences. And this search proceeds from what is most proximate (to 
the incomplete sentence) to one remote from it. 

For instance, a meaning that is not found in the root is looked for 
in the affix; that which is not found in the whole word is looked for in 
another word (of the same sentence); that which is not found in the same 
sentence is looked for in anofciier sentence (of the same context) ; if again 
it is not found in any such sentence, it is looked for in another context 
altogether. 

That is to say, when a cerbain fact as expressed by the root or the 
affix is found to he wanting in a certain factor, then if another meaning 
capable of supplying the missing link is found in the same (root or affix), 
then it is all well and good. If it is not found in the same root or affix, 
then, without being idle, we must look for it in the affix or the root 
(respectively). If, however, it is not found in any of these, then it 
should be looked for in the word preceding or following it immediately. 
If it is not found in the immediately proximate word, then it is looked 
for in another word, a step or two removed from the original word. If 
it is not found in the same sentence, then in the same manner as in 
the case of the word, it should be sought after iu other sentences in the 
same context. If not found even there, then it should be looked for 
in other contexts, in the order that they may present themselves. If, 
however, it is not found anywhere in the Veda, then alone can we 
reasonably seek for it in the sentences of ordinary parlance. When not 
found even in these, then we must conclude it to be non-existent ; and 
then accepting our notion of incompleteness to he a mistaken one, we 
must accept the Mantra to be complete, just as it is. 

In all cases, when we do not find the missing factor in a sentence 
close to the incomplete sentence, then we can bring it in from one 
removed from it. But in case one happens to be found much nearer, 
76 
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tlie bringing in of a remote sentence is as nnantboritative as if it were 
non-Yedic. 

Hence in tbe case in question, tbe missing factors of tbe two 
sentences — U rajd^gayu* \ya Tiaragaya'* — not being found 

either in any one word contained in the sentence, or in tbe sentence itself, 
we conclude that this missing factor must be found in another sentence, 
A,nd just tbe same factor that is wanted in these sentences is found in 
another sentence, which immediately precedes the one incomplete 
sentence, and is only one step removed from the other— -(that is to say, the 
sentence ‘ 2^5 ie agne ayagaya etc. Though this factor tanurvar- 

sisMha' etc.) having got all that is necessary for it in the first Mantra, 
does not stand in need of the subsequent Mantras^ yet inasmuch those 
two Mantras are incomplete without that factor, and not finding any- 
thing else mentioned in closer proximity to themselves, they lead the 
person concerned to the following conclusion ; ‘ Though it was not 
possible for this missing factor to be read hut once, and then in close 
proximity to all the three Jfanira$, and as it is not actually repeated 
over and over again, on account of its being got at by other means, — yet 
it is snch that it is distinctly indicated by our purpose or need also, — and as 
such, people should not be led away, by attaching undue significance to 
the fact of proximity, to connect it with one (the first) Mantra only.* 

Though it is trae that the factor, ‘ tanuh,^ etc.^ actually precedes the 
Mantra, ‘ YS tB rajUgaga, ’ yet it can he supplied only in that place of this 
Mantra where it is actually wanted to complete tbe sentence. Because 
that sentence appears in the place that it does, only with view to point 
out that it forms part of the next sentence also ; and a due consideration 
of its capabilities and its position in the second Mantra is regulated in 
accordance with that in the previous Mantra. The sentence being 
actually mentioned only once, it is absolutely impossible for it to be 
mentioned in that part of the subsequent sentences where it is required ; 
and hence it is mentioned in its due sequential order in connection with 
one Mantra only ; and as for the other two, its indication is just enough 
to show that it forms part of these also. Thus then, being duly compre- 
hended to be so, (1) because it is naturally incapable of occupying any 
other position ; (2) because the incomplete sentences themselves do not 
want it in any other place ; and (3) because in the case of the first Mantra 
it has been found to he capable of occupying a position at the end of 
the sentence; therefore even in the case of the other tsifo Mantms it is 
only at the end that it is added. 

" 5, ^ The author of thu Bhashya, however, holds that inasmuch as the factjor 
in ijuestidnis read between the first and second it is not expressed 

to which of th^se^ two' it is moi^ intimately connected ; and hence to both 
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of tliem it must be taken as equally proximately related ; and then be raises 
a doubt as to its connection witli the third Mantra, from which, it is one 
step fi^rther removed ; and in order to meet this difficulty of intervention 
what the Bhashya does is to take the second and the third together 

as forming a single composite whole, which removes the difficulty due 
to the intervention of the second Mantra, between the missing sentence 
and the third Mantra; but then there arises the difficulty that in that 
case the missing factor would complete the composite whole (formed 
by the two Mantras), and not both of them separately ; and this is met by 
the declaration that, inasmuch as the composite whole is incapable of being 
ensployed (at a sacrifice), the missing factor must he connected with each 
part of it; and hence it is concluded that hoth parts being equally 
predominant, and both being equally incapable of being otherwise com- 
pleted, the whole of the missing factor is to be connected with each of 
them. 

Having arrived at this conclusion, however, the Bhashya proceeds to 
oifer another explanation : ‘ Ap ca sakanicshasya sannidhau, — the sense 

of this being that when the missing factor will have been introduced in 
the second Mantra, ifc would immediately come to precede the third Mantra 
also, and thus there would be no intervention. 

Some people hold that the Bhashya has mentioned the two explana- 
tions as equally correct, and as such optional. 

But others declare, that not satisfied with the former explanation 
the Bhashya has offered the second. The reason for the said dissatisfac- 
is as follows : — 

The two sentences have never been composed by any person as a 
single composite whole ; and if they were so, we do not see any reason 
why they should have been again composed separately. That is to say, 
any two sentences can be taken as one composite whole, (1) either when 
they serve the same purpose, or (2) when they contain the same words. 
In the case in question, however, we find none of these two conditions 
present. It may be urged that they actually have the same purpose in the 
shape of being completed by the same sentence. But one who brings for- 
ward this argument would evince, on his part, a grand conception of the 
functions of Mantras ! The hemg completed hy a sentence would only con- 
stitute a want on their part, — how could it be an action or purpose of 
theirs ? And as the sentence supplied is only a missing factor, on the sole 
strength of this, it is not proper to speak of thetwo Jfawtrasas forming one 
composite whole. And when you also subsequently come to acknowledge 
its relationship with each Mantra separately, we do not see how you can 
make a single composite Whole of the two Mantras. The assertion that 
they' becopie a composite whole, and then each of them becomes 
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connected with the missing factor, would be as unbridled as the freaks and 
tricks of a single (and favourite) son of the king. And further, in that 
case, because the missing factor precedes the composite whole, it would 
have to be added in the beginning. Nor can it be rightly urged that there 
is no difference between the relative positions of the Mantras with regard 
to the missing factor. Because there is a distinct difference of locality 
which makes a difference in the relative position of the ManU^as ; for 
instauoe, we find that the missing sentence is actually found, in the first 
Mantra, in the same place that it is required; while it is not so in the 
other two Mantras, 

For these reasons the only explanation that is reasonable is the 
toliowing: — 

Ahankslid (Want), 8anmdhdna{l^ro'Kxmitj) and Yogyatd (Capability), — 
these three conjointly constitute the ground of relationship, and not 
mere immediate sequence. That which, being one, is yet mentioned 
as related to many things, must be in closer proximity with only one of 
these ; and it is not this ^proximity alone that is accepted as being the 
only ground of relationship. Because even in this case, the relationship 
is based upon all the aforesaid three grounds (and not upon mere 
immediate sequence). What the Proximity does is to give rise to a mis- 
taken notion (as to relationship), on account of its bringing about an 
idea of its own substrate. And this mistaken notion ceases when 
some other related object is pointed out, conjointly, by Want, Proximity 
and Gaf ability. Just as the idea of Bhavand being denoted by the 
verbal root ceases on account of the capability of the Bhdvand to take 
up the accessories that can never belong to the meaning of the verbal 
root. 

The conclusion arrived at in that case is this: (1) The missing 
factor being mentioned for the sake of all incomplete sentences (in ques- 
tion) ; (2) it being impossible for it to be mentioned in the immediate 
sequence of all of them; and (3) the sentence being one only — it is 
found in close proximity to one of them. Consequently mere immediate 
sequence can be no ground of relationship. 

By the word ^sannidhi’ (in the Bhashya) is meant the moving 
about in the mind ; and this is possible when there is immediate sequence 
as well as when there is an intervention. In fact the intervention of 
a word that is related to the factor to be related is only a sort of 
immediate sequence. Because that which is related to the first would 
(when thus related) be in immediate precedence of the second also; and 
when appearing in the second, it would come to have an immediate 
proximity .to the third also. That is to say, the missing factor required 
by the Mantra /'..Yd tBmijdgayd^ not being found in the passages follow- 
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ing ifc, is looked for in the preceding passage, and is therein found, in 
the form of ‘ tanurvarshistha * etc ; and when attached to this second Mantra^ 
it becomes immediately proximate to the third Mantra ‘ Ya t§ haragaya^ 
and thus becomes related to this last also. And beyond this, no other 
Mantra being mentioned, the factor in question rests there. 

Thus then, in all cases, the wants of a sentence, extending both 
backward and forward, takes its stand upon one and thereby becomes 
closely proximate to another sentence ; and it goes on taking in all that 
is required, until it fails to find something capable of being related to it, 
and comes across something altogether incapable of it. And then having 
taken in all that it has extended over, its operation, comes to an end. 

Though on account of the being pronounced one after the 

other, we come to cognise proximity smd remoteness (in the case of the 
Mantras ya U ^ya the Yeda being 

eternal, whether the sentences be proximate or removed, their mutual 
requirement and relationship are always simnltaneous (because though 
pronounced one after the other, all words of the Veda are equally eternal, 
and there is no real precedence or sequence in the case of Yedic words) ; 
and hence the mere fact of a sentence appearing subsequently does not 
make any difference in its authoritative character. 

Thus then, the relationship of words in a sentence, and that of sentences 
in the context, remain intact, so long as all the intervention that there 
is, is only by such words as (1) are themselves wanting (in a certain 
element), (2) are capable of the same relationship, and (3) are capable 
of making the other sentence also equally proximate (to the factor of 
relationship). 

Says the Bhashya : AvyamdhoLnB vicoeJiede^pi ; — and the sense of this 
is that when there is no intervention, even though there is no proximity,, 
the factor becomes related, so long as the intervention of a .sentence 
at a distance is not by means of a word which is contrary to such 
relationship. 

For these reasons Anushanga is a ^samdpti^ — ^.e., the means of 
completing a sentence (samnpyate anBna iti samdptih ~ that which 
completes). 


SUPPLBMBNTABY ABHIKARANA TO ADHl (18). 

Question : The above discussion applies to those cases where a sen- 
tence itself is wanting in an essential part. There j are cases, however, 
where the sentences are complete in themselves, and it is only a cer- 
tain part of the sentence that is found to be standing in need of sen- 
tences to which it could be attached ; as for instance we have a series of 
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complete sentences — ‘ Gitpatzstva punUta, ’ ^ Wuhpatistva punatm^ ‘ Demstva 
savim pimatu'; and at tlie end o£ tliese we dud the words ‘ a(jclit^drei».a 
pavztrena, ’ And in tliis case how wonld this last be construed ? 

On this we have the following 

PtJRVAPAKSHA. 

“ The concluding words would have become f ally satisfied by being 
construed with the sentence that immediately precedes them ; because 
“all the other sentences being complete in themselves, there would be 
‘‘ no reason for admitting of an AumhaUga, 

SIDDHAJSfTl. 

To the above we make the following reply : If the words formed 
part of the whole of that sentence which precedes them immediately, 
then it could be as asserted above. But as it is, they are found to be 
related only to the verb ^pnnatu'\ and as such they cannot but be construed 
with all the three sentences (as all of them contain that same verb). That 
is to say, independently of any immediate sequence, the words in 
question become related to the verb ^ punatu"; and as this verb is 
the same in all the three sentences, the meaning of this verb too 
must be the same in all. Nor can the difierence of nominatives — Oitputi^ 
Sdvitr^ etc, — make any difference in that meaning as connected with 
Oitpaii or VdJcpabi or Smitri or Beva. Nor is the action concerned 
(/ie., of purifying) subservient to the instrumentality {oi accMira pavitm) 
whereby it would rest satisfied with its single contact with such instzu- 
mentality. Thus then the instrument {acchidrena pavitrena) being subsi- 
diary to the action (Yerb : ^ ptmdtu^), the words denoting the instrument 
will have to foe used as often as the verb would be used, just as the fuel is 
used so long as there is cooking. 

The following argument might be urged here : Though the action of 
purifying is one, yet, that which should be connected with the instrument, is 
the Action which is qualified by that nominative, in connection with whom 
the relationship of the Instrument is found to he mentioned directly. 
For instance, (1) in the Jyotishfoma 'sacrifice, the cooking in milk is 
found to be spoken of in connection with that Agent who. is connected 
with the Maitravarunagraha (and not the other graJias mentioned along 
with it); and hence the said cooking is not found to go beyond that which 
is qtialified by the Maitravarunagraha; and (2) the nominative ^ Oitpati* 
is joined to one ‘ ’ only and not to all the three. (In the same 

manner, the ‘ acchidr^m pavitrena ’ would be Joined to that punatu only 
which has for its Nominative 5 3amtr\ and not all the three).” 
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To tbe above we make tbe following reply: The restricted application 
of the aforesaid ‘ cooking ’ is due to the fact of each graha giving rise 
to a distinct Apurva (Result); and in the case of the second instance 
cited, the nominative ‘ Gitpati ’ is not construed with all the three 
" punatu," simply because of the distinct mention of other nominatives 
(in the shape of Vakpati and Bavitr ’). That is to say, inasmuch as the 
repetition of the grahas^ such as those of the Aindra, V dyava^ 
Maitrdmarum, serve to bring about transcendental results, the 
difference among these results restricts the applicability of the ‘ cooking. ’ 
In the case in question there is no such restrictive agency. Because, 
as for the Instrument, it is used up in serving the purposes of the 
Action; and hence by means of the expression of the Instrument, 
it is the same action that comes to be expressed over and over again. And 
the action being the same in all the three cases, it stands, in each case, in 
need of a mention of the Instrument. Though the mention of the nomina- 
tive ‘ Fdjfcjjaiz ’ sets aside the nominative character of ^ as both 

have exactly the same action of yet, in no case do we find any 

other Instrument that could take the position of the ‘ accMdra jpavitra * and 
oust it out of the sentence. ISTor is the Instrument due to the Nomina- 
tive ; and as such, a difference in the Nominative could not necessarily 
make a difference in the Instrument ; because all cases of nouns being 
taken up by tbe verb, they have no relations amongst themselves. 

Objection: *‘In that case the instrument in question would have 
to be construed with the word ^pundtu' in whichsoever Mantra it might 
^‘befound.’^ 

That does not touch our position : Just as in the case of the Bargapurna^ 
mdsa sacrifice certain purificatory rites are laid down in connection with 
the grass therein used (and they are not applied to the grasses used 
in all sacrifices), so in the case in question also, the particular instrumen- 
tality mentioned would not belong to any and every all that 

it would mean would be that the instrumentality of the accMdra pacitra 
belongs only to that action of the word ‘ which is meant in this 

particular context. And as a matter of fact, we actually perceive that 
this action is the same in all the three in question, and not 

in any other Mantra; because in other Mantras^ the action denoted by 
the word ^punMu^ is the purification of other materials (and not the 
one meant to be purified by means of the three Mantras under consider- 
ation). 

Objection: In that case, all the three having the same action, the 
“ Mantras would become optional alternatives.” 

Eeply: True it would be so; but in the absence of an Injunction 
distinctly laying down the number * three ■ with the regard to the Mantras 
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to be used, — bow do we know that all the thme Mantras are to be 
employed conjointly (that is to say, there is nothing incongruous to the 
three Mantras being used alternately). All the three V continuing 

in the mind, when the words pamtrena^ are pronounced, 
the requisite proximity of these latter with each becomes 

quite possible in tbe case of the three Mantras under consideration f 
and this could not be said with regard to any other Mantras, 

Thus then, we conclude that though the word ^ punattt ^ occurs in 
all the three Mantras^ yet being (in all cases) taken np by the instrumen- 
tality expressed by the words ‘ acchidrena ]pavitrBna ’ it is always as 
qualified by that instrumentality that the Yevh ^ jpnnatti^ comes to be 
wanted (in all the three Mantras), 

That is to say, the words ‘ accMdrBna jpavUrBrn ’ occurring at the 
end of all the repeated Mantras^ and having no other refuge, they 
take their refuge in the word ‘ /; then the Verb comes to he 

in the iovm ‘‘ j^unatii acchidrEna pavitrena^ ; and as the word 
in the sentence immediately preceding these words is the same as that 
in the other two Mantras^ at the time that the connection of the action 
‘ puiMu ’ with the instrumentality of ‘ acchidrena pavitrena ’ is expressed, 
(and as such the Verb is taken up by that instrumentality), the other 
words of the sentence standing in need of an action, they admit of 
an action as together with the said instrumentality ; and hence we 
must admit of the Anmhanga of the words in question in all the 
three Mantras, 

When through this Anushahga the wovd^ ^acchidrena pavitrena^ 
should he repeated with each sentence, if people pronounce the Mantras 
as they are, leaving the relation of the instrumentality to be understood, 
it must be regarded as due to mere idleness. And as we have shown 
above that the missing factor may be found either in the preceding or 
in the following sentences, the assertion of some people — that it is to 
be taken from a preceding sentence only — should be taken only as 
showing how the Anmhanga works in a generality of cases (and it does 
not preclude the possibility, in special cases, of its being taken from the 
following sentences also). 



ADHIKARANA (19). 

[Treating of the absence of Anushanga in cases of inter motion i] 

Sutra (49) : There is no Anusha^iga where there is an inter- 
vention (of unconnected words). 

Tins Adhiharana is brought in simply by way of a counter-instance 
to the functioniiig of mere Proximity {in the matter of the Ariushahga) . 
As it is found that where the intervention is by words not connected with 
the factor to be brought in, we do not accept an Anushahga in view of 
the incongruity involved. 

For instance, in the case of the sentences (1) ^ SantB rayurvatena 
gacchatdmf (2) ^SanjayatrairangHnif and (3) ^ Sanyajnapatiragisha^'* — 
though the missing imtor * gaechatdm^ is admitted as forming part , of the 
first Mantra, it is found to be incapable of being taken along with the 
second, because of the plural number of the noun ‘ angUni ’ ( which would 
take the verb ^ gaccliantctm^ 2 i,nd not ^ gacchatdm^) ; and thus the fac- 
tor in question not being equally construahle with all the Mantras in 
question, it cannot be taken along with the third Mantra, though the 
nominative in this — yajnapatih^— is in the singular and as such quite 
compatible with the singular oi ^ gacchatam A [It is on account of the 
intervention, of the unconnected second Mantra, between (1) and (3), 
that this verb ^ gacchatdm^ is not taken with (3)]. 

And thus the missing factor of (2) and (3) not being foiind in 
the Yeda, we are forced to admit one out of ordinary parlance; and 
hence in both of these we supply the necessary word from without* 
And though the words * gacchantam ’ (in the second Mantra) and 
^ gacchatdm ’ (in the third ) are not actually pronounced, yet their exis- 
tence must be admitted ; as otherwise the signification of the sentence 
would remain incomplete (for want of a Verb). 

Thus then in the case in question there is no Anushahga, 

The use of this discussion lies in the fact that, if certain words fprmed 
a<n Anushahga, they would form a Mantra ; and as such any mistakes, etc., 
in the pronunciation of these would have to be accompanied by expiatory 
rites ; whereas if the words supplied are out of ordinary sentences, they do 
not constitute a Mantra, and hence any mistakes in pronunciation, etc., are 
not so serious as to entail an expiatory rite. , , , , 

To this end it has been declared that— (1) that which is directly 
mentioned in the Yeda, and (2) that which is brought in by means of 
an Anushahga, are counted as having : the character of Mantras, where- 
as all sentences of ordinary parlance, being similar to assumed sentences, 
vcan never be recognised to have the character of Mantras, 

Thus ends the First Fflda of AdhyStya IL ' , 
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ADHYAYA IL 

PADA IL 

ADHIK ARANA (1). 

{^Treating of Difference in the Ajpurvos of Subsidiary sacri^es.'] 

Sutra (1) : When there is a different word, there is a different 
karma, because of its being specially qualified. 

In the foregoing introductory chapter we have dealt with all matters 
connected, directly and indirectly, with the subject under consideration ; 
and now we are going to take up the subject-matter of the AdhyUya 
in the shape of the difference among actions on the ground of the 
difference among words, etc. etc. 

And first of all we take up the differences caused by the difference 
of expressions, because it is this difference that points out most 
clearly the difference among actions. In connection with tliis we should 
have cited the examples of all verbal forms connected with one or 
many verbal affixes — such as ‘ yajatiy ’ ‘ daddti^ ’ ^juhotiy ^ ‘ nirvapati,’ etc. 
The Bhashya has cited only three — ^yajati^' ^ daddtV and fukot%^ 
because, inasmuch as all these denote the giving away of something, their 
significations are all akin, and as such they naturally appear to have 
identical meanings. 

And on this point, inasmuch as there are three kinds of Purvapahsha 
introduced in the Bhashya, it seems as if the doubt on the point in 
question should also have been expressed in three ways. 

These are: — (1) Do the three BhdvanUs — denoted by the three words 
{yajati, SDG.)—hYijxg about a single ApUrva, or three distinct Apurvasf 
(2) Do the three denotations of the three roots qualify a single Bhmand^ 
or three distinct Bhavands f (8) Do the three roots denote a single object 
or three distinct objects ? 

The Bhashya uses the word ^hdrya’ equally with regard to the 
Apurm^ the Bhdvand and the object denoted by the roots, because each of 
these is equally helped by something else ; inasmuch as (a) the Bhdvand 
serves to produce the Apurvay (h) the denotation of the root qualifies the 
Bhdvand, and (c) the root expresses the denotation of the root; and as 
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such these latter three are spoken of as ‘helps’ to the former three 
respectively. 

The ground of doubt is this : We find that things exert their causal 
efficiency in two ways, singly and collectively; and, consequently, 

whenever we find certain objects acting, there naturally arises a doubt 
as to the character of the object themselves. 

As a matter of fact, however, there is only doM in connection 
with this subject: In the case of the three verbs, is there only one 
Bhdvana as qualified by the denotations of the three roots, or is there a distinct 
Bhdvana for the denotation of each root ? What the word ‘ hdrma^ (in the 
Sutra) denotes is the Bhdvana as qualified by the denotation of the root. 
And it is the Bhdvana that would be differentiated by means of different 
words, etc. As for the ^‘^^‘’Smuch as it is not directly ex- 

pressed by the words in question, and as it follows in the wake of the 
action itself, it cannot form a subject of separate treatment. Though 
the unity of three root-meanings ” spoken of in the Bhashya is not 
possible in the case of all root-meanings, yet it might be mentioned, 
somehow or other, in connection with the roots in question j 

but in the case of these, though it may he possible, yet much stress 
should not be laid upon this unity. Thus then the root-meanings being 
really different, there seems to be yet another ground for doubt in the mind 
of the Pm'vapahshi, viz.^ Is the Bhdvand mentioned as subseiwient to the root- 
meaning, and as such does it end with each Root- meaning ? or are Root- 
meanings subservient to the Bhdvana^ and as such they conjointly serve 
to qualify it ? 

On this we have the following 

PCTRVAPAKSHA (A). 

“It is conjointly .that the Root-meanings qualify the Bhdvand, 
“ Inasmuch as the Bhashya often uses the word ‘ samuddya’ (‘ combin- 
“ation*) — as in the sentenoes, ^ samuddyagciktrshitah^* ^ samuddyddeham- 
“ apurvamy ’ ‘ na cdgahdak samuddyahy etc . — and as it speaks of the Ajpgr- 
as one only, it seems clear that the idea desired to be conveyed 
“ was that a single Apurva follows from all the three Bhdvanas, And in 
“ support of this idea the Bhashya brings forward the following arguments: 
“ In the first instance, that which is not seen is concluded to be non est ; 
“ and also so long as (in the absence of the unseen factor) there appears 
“ no incompatibility in what is actually seen (with what is spoken of), 
“ it is concluded that the unseen does not exist ; it is only when there 
“ is a contradiction between the seen and the spoheuy that we can rightly 
“ assume the existence of the unseen ; and hence, when the contradiction 
“ is removed by the assumption of only one such unseen factor, there 
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“need be no fissnmption of many sacb factors. It is witlia view to this 
“ tbat it bas been declared: ‘Wben there is a contradiction, tben alone 
‘"^can ail nnseen factor be assumed, whereby the seen or the Ueari would 
‘‘ become supported.’ And under the circumstances if there were no 
“ difference — on the ground of simplicity— between the assumption of one 
‘‘ and that of many factors, then we might go on assuming many factors ; 
“but, as a matter of fact, we do perceive such a difference ; hence it must 
“ be admitted that a single unseen ‘ Apiirva ’ follows from the combination 
“of the three [Thus is Purvapaksha A.] 

This statement of the FUrvapahsha^ howevei\ is open to the following 
objection: ‘What is that word that has laid down tlie Gomhination of 
Bhavandts, wherefrom the single Ajpwr-ra would follow ? ’ And in view of 
this objection the Bhashya states the P Mrvapaksha somewhsit differently as 
follows : — 

PtjRVAPAKSHA (B). 

Says the BMsJiya : Atlia m yajBtStyBtasya puwo hMgo, etc. And 
“ the sense of this is that a single Bhavand as qualified 

“2>2/ the denotations of the thTee roois^ In support of this we have the 
“ following arguments : Inasmuch as (in all verbs) it is the denotation 
“of the Affix (which is the Bhdvana) that is the predominant factor, 
“ it cannot, as such, be different with each Root ; inasmuch as the Root- 
“ meauings are spoken of as subservient to that denotation of the Affix, 
“they must be taken as collectively (qualifying it). That is to say, 
“ if, in the case of verbs, the Root-meanings formed the predominant 
“ factors, then alone would the Bhdvana be subservient to them, and 
“ as such would be different with each Root-meaning ,* as a matter of 
“ fact, however, in all verbs, predominance belongs to the Bhdvana ; 
“ and specially as the Root and the Affix are both parts of the denotation 
“ of the Affix the Bhdvana), it must be admitted that the Sacrifice 
“ (denoted by the root ‘ yaj ’ in ^yajati ’), the gift (denoted by the root 
“'dd’ in the word ^ daddtV), and the libation (denoted by the root 
“ ‘ ’ in ^ juhoti*), all conjointly qualify a single Bhdvana ; just as in the 

“ case of the sentence ‘ Arunayd pingdhshyd Bhahdyanyd gavd somam Jcnndti,^ 
“ 'all the adjectives mentioned conjointly qualify the cow. Then (as to 
“why, if the Bhdvana meant is only one, there are three distinct 
“ affixes, along with the three words * yajati, * etc.), though it is not 
“ possible for the principal object to be repeated with each of its 
“ subsidiaries (qualifications), yet, inasmuch as it is absolutely impossible 
“-for the Root by itself or the Affix by itself to be used in a sentence, it 
“liectoies necessary for us to repeat the Affix with each root, at least 
“With awiew to making the use of the root possible (as without an affix 
“ the root could not he used, and a use of the root s necessary, as 
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poinfciDg oat the qualifications of the Bhamn&f), I£ we met with the 
‘‘ aMx alone, as we do with ^ Kriniati^ (in the sentence before quoted),, 
“then, though pronounced but once, it would become connected with 
‘‘all the roots, just as the verb ‘ ’ becomes connected with all 

‘Hhe adjectives, ^ arunay^^ and the rest. But as the Affix by itself 
“ could never form a word, no such can ever be met with ; and it has 
to be repeated. And we have often met with instances where tliere are 
*• repetitions for the sake of the connection of difEerent qualifications, e.g.y 
“ ^ ayuryajnena hal^atam ^ and ^ ‘prano yajnena halpatam and again ^Badhna 
juhotV and ^ payasd juliotV ; — * JLmdravaymwfn grhnati ’ and ‘ maitravaru- 
f t '.; ‘‘ and so forth. We even find a repetition of the same action, 

for instance, the * ’ is performed many times over, with a 
view to connect it with the various Deities laid down in connection 
** with it. 

“Thus then, inasmuch as all the verbs concerned serve the single 
** purpose (of denoting the B/iarana), all of them — ^ daddti^^ 
“and ^'juhoti ’ — must be taken as forming a single sentence ; and thus the 
“ Action being one, tbe resultant Ajjpwrua must be one only.’’ 

It is oidy this second statement of the FurmpaJcsha that is the correct 
one ; and not the former one, which was based upon a combination of all tbe 
BhUvanas* Because (1) when the Bhavanas are distinct, their results, 
the Apurvas, must necessarily be many; and (2) because the BMvanas 
could nob be taken as forming a single collective whole, unless they be 
expressed by a single word. 

That is to say, (1) if the PurvapahsM admits the Bhavanas to 
be distinct, then, inasmuch as this distinctness could not be possible 
without their resultant Apurvas also being distinct, he would have to 
admit these latter also to be distinct and many ; and then what useful 
purpose could be served by the statement of the Purvapaksha ? (2) And we 

can admit of a collective whole being formed of many individuals, only 
under two conditions, viz , ; (a) when we find that many are spoken of, subse- 
quently, by a single name; e.g.^ having laid down three sacrifices, the 
Veda concludes with ‘ one who performs this Paurnama^ sacrifice, etc.,’’ 
where we find the single name * ’ applied to the previously 

enjoined three sacrifices ; and (6) when many actions are found to conjointly 
lead to a single result; e.^., ‘one should ofier the BMjasuya if he desires 
the Kingdom of Heaven,’ where the name ^BajasUya' is given to 
a number of sacrifices, which together lead to the specified result. 
In the ease in question, however, we find none of these two conditions ; 
and as such we cannot admit of a single collective whole being made up 
of the three Bhclvanas, 

Ohjsction : “ But we do meat with the sentence ^ jyotishtomBnaf' etc^ 
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‘‘ from wliicli ifc is clear that a single composite whole is formed by the 
' ^ etc.’*' ■ , , 

Bat it is not so ; because the word ‘ wa * identifies 

itself only with the root ‘ V (to sacrifice) j and as snob it wonld 
point to the sacrifices only, 

reasons the former representation of the Furva^aJcsha 

is not tenable. 

We lame therefore to interpret the portion oi the Bhasbya that 
appears to be a statement of the previous PurvapaJcsha, in tbe following 
manner 

The Purvapahsha comes to be this : “ The Action laid down hy the 
“ three sentences is one only, hut variously coloured, like the rainbow, |r 
‘‘by the denotations ot the three roots; and in support of this the ^ 
“ following arguments have been brought forwai'd : If we accept this 
“conclusion then it is necessary to make but a slight assumption of 
“ the unseen factor. If the actions are held to be different, then it 
“ would be necessary to assume many unseen factors, for which there 
“ could not he the least justification. For these reasons ‘ a single composite 
“ is meant to be expressed, ’ — ^by which it is meant that there are many 
“ parts of a single Action. Therefore we must conclude that in the word 
“ ‘ yajetdy * the first part * yaji ’ signifies the sacrifice^ and the second part 
“ signifies the BhWoanU, and so forth. Some people seem to think that the 
“ expression ‘ aiha va ’ in the Bhashya is a mistaken reading. But it could 
“ be very well explained in the following manner : The Bhashya has brought 
“forward two sets of arguments in favour of ihe Purvapahsha-:, having 
“explained the first of these, in the shape of the advantage of assuming 
“less of the unseen than what is necessary in the other theory, it is only 
“right that it should introduce the second by ‘ atha va^ or, secondly^'), 

“ That is to say, the sense of the Bhashya comes to be this : It is not 
“ necessary for us to point out the disadvantage, in the other theory, of 
“ having to assume mucli more of the unseen element ; as it is by means 
“ of tbe words themselves that we shall prove the Bhavana to be one only. 

“ And it proceeds to do this by showing that though the first parts of the 
“ verbs differ from one another, yet inasmuch as all of them have 
“ the same affix, their denotations are identical. This is what is meant 
“ by the sentence (in the Bhashya) : ‘ tathd daddtlU purvo daddtyartham 
uttarastameva hhdvayeditV The latter portion of this seems at first 
“ sight to mean that the second part shows that the object of the Bhavana 
“ is the Moot-meaning ; bub this is not what is meant ; because it has been 
“ shown that in all cases that which is denoted by the Root can never 
“ be the object of the Bhavana ; and also because atiy such assertion 
“could never he of any use to the PurvapaJcshi. In the same manner 
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it cannot "be said that tlie Root-meaning is described by the second 
part of the verb. Therefore we must construe the sentence as follows : 
In the -wovd^dad&ti/ the first part (the root ‘da’) signifies ^o ; 
“ and the second part (the affix) serves to describe that — Bhdvana — which 
“ has been previously denoted by the affix in ‘ yajBta,' — the only purpose 
“ of this descriptive reiteration by ‘ dadati^ ’ of the previously denoted Bha- 
“ van& being the connecting of the said Bhdvana with the denotation of a 
“ root other than the former (‘ yaji ’). The same may be said with regard 
“to the word ^JuhoH^ also. That such is the sense of the Bhdshya 
“ is^also shown by the fact that in connection with the word ‘ yajeta^^ 
' “'the Bhdshya does not make use of the word ‘ anuvadati ’ (describes), 
"«:the only reason whereof being that in this case there is no Bhdvand^ 
“previously expressed, that could be described (by the affix in 'yaj&ta*), 
“ If the Bhdshya had meant the denotation of the Root to be the object 
“of the Bhdvana, then this would apply to the first verb, as well as to the 
“other two (and thus there could be no difference in the way of 
“explaining the signification of the three verbs) ; and the Bbashya could 
“not have left off the first verb *) and made the declaration 

“(of the root denotation being the object of the Bhdvana) with regard 
“ to the last two only. Consequently we must take the Bhashya only as 
“ pointing to the singleness of the Bhdvana, Thus then, there is a single 
“ Bhdvana^ and a single in the case in question. 

“ The Bhdshya passage — ‘ Yadvd yajatigahdena vihitam^* etc., — must 
“ be taken as pointing out the fact of the meaning of all the three roots 
“ in question being the same, because in all three we have the common 
“ factor of giving up one's possession. Even if, for purposes of taking the 
“verbs ^dadati' and ^juhoti' as merely descriptive of ^yajdta^' we have 
“ to have recourse to indirect indication (by those two words), — then 
“ too, this would be far more reasonable than the assumption of many 
“ unseen factors, which would be necessary, in case we took the three words 
“as expressing three distinct actions. Specially as in descriptions, the 
“ process of indirect indication is not objectionable, because tbe purpose 
“of the ‘ description’ is today down a particular accessory. For in- 
“ stance, in the case of the sentence dtreyaya Mranyam dadati'), the 
“ firsfc sentence lays down the action of giving^ tbe gold as the object to 
“ be given, and Atreya as the person to whom it is to be given ; and what 
“the following sentence does is simply to lay down the ^ JDdhshind' as the 
“ object to be given away. It might he urged that ‘ Dahshutd ’ being 
“the name (of a sacrifice) it could not be taken only as laying down 
“an accessory detail (the object to be given away). But the reply to 
“ this is that the word can be taken as a name, only if we accept the 
“ sentence^ in which it occurs, to be an injunction of a certain action. 
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“ As a matter of fact, however, we hold it to be only ‘ descriptive ’ of what 
“has gone before; and hence, as otherwise the sentence would become 
“ absolutely meaningless, we must admit it to be the in junction of an 
“ accessory detail. Thus, then, it must be admitted that it is with refer- 
“encetothe denotations of the verbs ^ yajati^ ‘ dadati,^ and ^juhoU^^ that 
“the Bhashya has declared Icmyam,* which only means that the 

“ signification of the roots is one only; and hence, in accordance with 
“ the maxim that ‘ anything besides a certain object must be for its sake, 
“ we conclude that the roots imply a single A^pUrva and the verbs denote 
“ diferent actions.” 

SIDDHINTA. 

To all that has been urged above, we make the following reply : — 

Whenever there is a difference in the denotations of the Roots, 
we must conclude that the BMmnd also is distinct in each case. And 
when a Bhavanci has once appeared as qualified by the denotation of one 
Root, it is not possible for the same Bhdvand to be subsequently qualified 
by others as well. 

That is to say, though the word denoting tlie BMvand is one only, 
and its denotation — the Bhdvand — forms the predominant factor, yet 
whenever there is a difference in the qualifying Root-denotation, the 
Bhdvand must be admitted to he distinct also. Nor is it possible for 
three Root-denotations to fall in within a single Bhdvand, Nor can they 
form a single composite whole, because all them equally have the same 
purpose of expressing the instrumental factor (of the Bhdvand); and also 
because each of them is expressed by a different word, quite independently 
of another. Nor is it possible for a single Root-denotation to include 
within itself three Root-denotations ; and it is not possible for three 
Roots, independent of one another, to be laid down, in a single word? 
for the sake of any Affix ; because in the matter of the adapting of affixes 
Panini uses the word ^dhdtdk’ (lil-i-fil), where great significance 
attaches to the singular number (and this shows that in one word one 
root can be adapted to only one affix). Nor is it possible for tbe three 
verbs to form a single sentence ; as they do not serve the same purpose, 
they do not appear incomplete on being separated (and as such they 
do not fulfill the conditions of syntactial unity ) ; and it is not possible 
to make a single sentence out of them, by assuming a single Apurva 
(as following from them) ; because such an assumption has been negatived 
tinder Sutra II-i-47, and also because the difference or non-difference 
ameiig, Actions is not dependent upon a difference or non-difference 
among Afm^a 0 ; m a matter of fact it is quite to tbe contrary (i.^., the 
-difference or non-differenc© of Apurvas depending upon that of Actions). 

for. tbe ,hy |0 be 
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expressed bj any word, then alone could it be possible for ifc to be 
referred to by the other verbs, and to be referred to and simultaneously 
qualified by the denotations of the three roots, the Sacrifice^, the 
Qifti and the Libation^ like what we find to be the case when a single 
cow is qualified by many adjectives ‘red, * etc., occurring in the same 
sentence, or when the action of Roma is qualified by many materials 
‘ Dadhi’ and the rest, mentioned in many sentences. As a matter of 
fact, however, we never find the BhavanU by itself to be even expressed 
(by the Affix) apart (from the Root); and hence we must conclude 
that in the case in question, the Bhavana must be brought about either 
by one, or by all, of the verba dada^ etc.). Then, if it be held to be 
brought about by all of them, then, inasmuch as there could be no bringing 
about of that which would have been once brought about by one (word — 

‘ dadati')^ we could not but admit each of these verbs to express different 
actions. If, on the other hand, the BMmnd> were held to he brought 
about by only one of the three verbs, — then, there being no reason in 
favour of any particular word, it could not be ascertained by which 
one of them it is brought about ; and it wonld he taken as brought 
about by amj one of the three ; and under the circumstances, it could not 
be qualified by any root other than that which occurs in the word denoting 
it. And farther tiie Bhavandj having primarily appeared in connection 
with one root-denotation, this denotation, as based upon Direct Denota- 
tion, would be the most authoritative of all, and as such it would never 
admit of any optional alternative qualifications in the shape of the 
denotations of other Roots. And theiij these other Roots having been set 
aside from that Bhavana, they must come to qualify distinct Bhmanas 
of their own, signified by the words in which they themselves occur. Thus 
then we find that in the case of each of these Bhavmas, the qualification 
by means of the Root-denotation mentioned in the same word as the 
Bhavand would be such as is inborn (or natural) to them, and based upon 
direct denotation (of the word) ; whereas a qualification by the denota- 
tions of other roots could, at best, be something extrinsic, and would be 
based upon the exigencies of syntax and the context (and as such the 
former would be by far the most authoritative process). For instance, 
if the word ‘ ’ would attend upon the Bhavand bound up with 

the word ‘ the Bhdvand would not be mentioned in the 

same sentence) as the word Vitself) and as it would be following 

in the wake of an altogether different word yajati'),it could get at 
tliat Bhavand only through the peculiarities of the context or the 
syntax. And so also with the other words ‘ ydjati^ and the rest. 

Question: “When the Blidvand wonld be mentioned by the word 
'^'dadatif it would be directly recognised as the same (as that which 
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** was previously expressed by tbe word ‘ yajati ’) ; and as such it is not 
rifjht to assert that the relationship of tlie word ^daddtz' with that 
Bhdvana would depend upon the sjntax and the context, ” 

Aziswer: Who is there among the upholders of the theory of the 
Actions being different, that does not accept a generic unity {i.e,^ as a class 
we all ret^ard ‘Bliavana* to be one only ; just as the class ‘cow’ is one, 
though it is the indioidiial cows and the individual Bhavanas that are 
different and many). 

Question: “But in the case in question, there is no ground for 
“ holding a multiplicity of Individual Bhavanas 

Answer : How do you say that there is no ground, when, as a matter 
of fact, we actually find that the Bhdvana is distinctly recognised 
as different with each word, on account of the presence of different Roots ? 

Question: “Just as in the case of words, we hold their apparent 
“difference to be due to attendant accessoiues, and not real, so in the 
“ same manner, the apparent difference in Bhdvands also may not be 
“ real (but only due to accessories).” 

Answer: It is not so; because even in the case of words, there is 
no one who does not accept, to be real, the differences of ‘ ga ’ and the 
other letters ; in the same mannei\ in the case in question also, the 
difference among the Bhdvands having been established by the difference 
among the Root-denotations, ‘ Sacrifice^^ etc., we come to think of all 
Bhdvands as one under the ^Performance*; just as we think of all 
words as one under the class ‘ ^ahdatva. ’ Then again, in the case of 
the word, we have such agencies as those of sound and the like, whicli, 
being distinct from tiie Word itself, make unreal any such distinctions 
of words as into the ‘ Short, ’ etc. ; whereas in the case in question, the 
sacrifice^ etc. (which are signified by a part of the same word as the 
Bhdvand) are neither removed nor totally distinct from the BIidva7iditse \£ ; 
and as such the distinctions based upon those {sacrifice^ etc.) cannot be 
said to be unreal. 

For these reasons tbe actions expressed by the three verbs must 
be held to be different. In support of this we have the following : When 
a piece of rock-crystal has been spoken of as red, tbe mention of ‘ black ’ 
could not but be taken as referring to another piece of crystal ; in the 
same manner, when one word has spoken of the Bhdvand as connected 
with one Root-denotation, the mention of other Roots could not but 
be taken as referring to other Bhdvands. 

Further, with regard to the denotation of the Root and the Affix, 
there is always a definite order, — based upon grammatical rules as also 
upon actual usage, — in which they appear ; and hence when the com- 
prehender will have been taken up by the denotation of the Root which 
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appears first, the Affix coming in after this, it could not but signify its 
object as connected (with the denotation of the Root), It is for this 
reason that we never come across the pure denotation of the Affix by itself. 
It has also been declared that ‘ the terminations, Accusative, etc. 
appearing from out of nouns, always show that the denotation of the noun 
is theiv qualifier.^ 

Says the Bliashya : ‘ Prayogavdkyagesliahhavena hi samiidayasya satta- 
sambandhah’ (the collective whole is believed to exist only on account 
of the supposed Directive Sentence that I’ecapitulates all the subsi- 
diaries as belonging to a single Primary). The sense of this is this: 
The opponent has based his declaration of the Bhdvana being qualified 
by the three Root-denotations collectively, on the sole ground of the 
assumption of a single A^urva. And it is a well-known fact that 
an A^purva is asvsumed only with a view to rationalise the connection 
between a certain Action and a certain remote Result ; and it is also 
known that it is only when the sentences laying down the subsidiaries 
are all taken along with a single supposed Directive Injunction, that 
they become connected with the particular result with which, by them- 
selves, they have no connection at all. And what the supposed Directive 
Injunction does is to take in only those Actions whose particular forms 
have been duly ascertained ; and thus when once the distinct form of 
each of the Actions has been ascertained, they come to be recognised as 
distinct from one another ; and then it is not possible for them to be 
unified into one composite whole. 

!N'or again, in the case of the words ^ dadati'" and ^juhoti^ do we find 
them forming part of any supposed Directive Injunction, because the 
only such injunction that we have is ^yojBta svargakdmah'* ; and this 
mentions the ^ yaga* {sacrifice) only. Nor can the word ^ yaga* be said 
to indirectly indicate the ^ Dana* and the * Rbma, ’ because that would 
entail the word ‘ yaga * renouncing its own signification ; for if the word 
^ydga* were to ‘signify the ‘sacrificing’ and at the same time indicate 
the ‘giving,* then we would liave the absurdity of Direct Denotation 
appearing simultaneously with Indirect Indication. For these rensons 
there can be no reasonable assumption of any combination. 

Thus, then, the fact of the roots being different making the words 
themselves different, it is cognised that the Bhdvana is qualified ( by the 
Root-Denotation). And this cognition is not found to be sublated by 
any other cognition. Nor again can the denotations of all the three 
Roots be said to be identical, because while ^ ydga* means the mere 
giving up of one's own ownership^ ‘ Homa * means this giving up plus the 
action of pouring into fire; and ^ Dana* means the creation of the ownership 
of another person over and above the giving %ip of one^s own. Nor can it be 
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held that * Dana ’ and ‘ Homa ^ indicate the mere giving up of one^s oivn 
ownership', because the Direct Significations of the -words are quite 
compatible with the sentences in wliich they occur (and as such there 
can be no ground for having recourse to Indirect Indication), 

hTobody knows of any such material as the ‘ Daksldndni,’' and hence 
on account of the word occurring along with ^juhoti’ (which denotes 
the action of Libation), we must accept it to be the name of an Action, 
And thetJj with a view to avoid the sentence becoming absolutely meaning- 
less, we accept the Homa to be enjoined by the word ^juhotL ’ 

In the case of * daddti if it were taken as laying down a material 
with reference to the ‘ yaga, ’ then, inasmuch as it would be necessary 
for the sentence containing that word to express the relationship of the 

« giving with — the gold and the person Atreya (as the recipient), — 

Ihere would revsult a syntactical split ; and hence in this case the difference 
of the action of ‘ Dana ’ from that of ‘ Yaga ^ would be based upon the 
difference of the accessory materials, and not on that of mere difference 
in words (which is what is meant to be exemplified here) ; and hence 
we should cite as example another * dadaii * {i.e., other than the one occur- 
ring in the sentence cited in the Bhishya), — which would have either 
only one accessory material, or none at all. 


ADHIKARANA (2), 

[^Treating of the difference in the A'pilrvas of the Samit and other sacrifices,] 

Sutrci (2) : The repetition of the same word also (is a means 
of differentiation); because if there were no such specification, 
the repetition would be useless. 

After the Adhikarana treating of the differentiation of actions 
by means of different ivords, what comes in the mind foremost is the 
idea that ‘there can be no sach differentiation when the same word 
is repeated'; and hence it is that the Bliashya now introduces the 
Adhikarana with this PiirvapaJcsha, 

Having quoted the sentences-— ‘ yajati,* ‘ tanunapntam yaiafi, ’ 

etc., — what the Bh^shya does is to leave aside the words ^ samidhah^ and 
^ tammap^tam/ etc., and then to put forward the question: “The word 
^ yajati^ is found to be mentioned five times ; and does it all express a 
single action, or do the five express five distinct actions ? 

This way of putting the question, however, is objected to by some 
people, as follows: “The words ^ samit,* etc., could be taken either as 
“ names of actions, or as expressing accessories of actions ; and as these 
“ two facts would duly differentiate the actions laid down by the sen- 
“ tences in question, the mere repetition of the ‘ yajati * would have nothing 
“ to do with that differentiation. Thei'e are six means available for the 
“ differentiation of actions j and each of these should be shown distinctly 
“as functioning in due accordance with the special capability of each j 
“ consequently in the case in question, so long as we have not set aside 
“ the capability of the Accessory and the Name to differentiate actions, 
“ it is not possible for the Repetition to have any infiuence in the matter, 
“ which rightly lies within the jurisdiction of others. And hence, we 
“ should cite another example. As a matter of fact, however, no such 
“ example is possible, because, in the whole Veda, a verb is never used alone 
“by itself; and whenever a noun happens to he used, it must be either 
“ as a Name or as an Accessory ; and so there would be nothing in the 
“ way of differentiation left to be done by the Verb. For instance, 
“in the case of all such sentences as ^ aindramyavam grhndti* and 
“ the like, we find that the Actions mentioned in them differ from one 
“ another, on account of the fact of each of those Actions being intimately 
“connected with a distinct Accessory of its own. And in the case of 
“such sentences as ^ bldnnB juhoti,* ^ shannB juhotif and the like, as 
“ each of the Actions is mentioned in connection with a distinct occasion^ 
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“ they are regarded as different from one another, as shown under Siltm 
“ II — iii — 25 : And in this case, as each serves the purpose ot con- 

necting the action of Homa with each particular occasion, it cannot be said 
“ to be useless ; and as such, it cannot be the means of differentiating the 
“ Actions concerned. Some people quote, as an example (of the differ- 
entiation by Repetition), the sentences ’’ FancagaradiyBshii tan jparyagm- 
tan paryagnikrtdn, ’ etc., but they lose sight of the fact that the 
“repetition in this case is merely descriptive of the same Primary Action 
“ (and as such no differentiation is possible) ; nor do we find in these 
“ sentences the word * yajati, ’ a repetition of which would express a 
“difference among the Actions. And hence we conclude that no example 
“of differentiation by Repetition is available.” 

We base our reply to the above side-objection to the Bhasliya, on the 
very sentences that have been quoted by the Bhashya. As a rule, wdien- 
ever a Noun appears in connection with a Verb, it is almost always sub- 
servient to this latter; and hence it is the Verb, as the predominant factor, 
to which belongs the capability of expressing the difference or non- 
difference (of Actions). ThativS to say, those nouns that express an object 
of predication are subservient to the Verb, and as such, always following 
in its wake, they stand in need of the functioning of the Verb. Hence 
when the Verb has entered into the Primary Action, the noun also 
becomes either a name of the same Action, or mentions an Accessory 
for it; and if the Verb points to an Apilrva, then the noun also belongs 
to that Apurva ; and thus the difference or non-difference of Actions 
having been duly recognised (by means of the Verb), the words * Samit ’ 
and the rest, coming in subsequently, become useless and indifferent 
(as regards the pointing out of the said difference or non-difference) ; 
and it is for this reason that we leave aside these words, and take into 
consideration the Verb only. 

Question : “ In that case, (1) the Name^ and (2) the Accessory would 
“never be the means of the differentiation of Actions.’* 

Ansioer : Certainly they would serve the purposes of this differentia- 
tion, in cases where the Verb does not operate (towards it) ; the examples 
of suoh cases, to be cited later qn, are (1) ^athaisha jyotiJi, etc.^ and (2) 

^ vifjihliyo vdjinam, etcj [in (1) the differentiation being due to the name 
and in (2) to the accessories']* In the latter sentence w^e do not find any 
verb ; and in the former, though we do find a verb, yet, inasmuch as it is 
possible for it to become related to the Primary Action by way of serving 
to point out tiie connection of the particular Result with the particular 
Aocessoiy, — the differentiation required will have been done by the 
7iame$ ^Jyotih, etc.,' which have a prior operation. Even in a case where 
the force of the verb makes its connection with the Primary Action impos- 
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sible, there is laid down an Accessory not otherwise possible; and in this 
case too the diJfferentiation is done by the Accessory ; as it will be shown 
(in the Adhikarana dealing with the Accessory as the means of differentia- 
tion), by the Bhashya after accej^bing the facts brought forward by the 
opponent — ^ this connection of the Deity and the Sacrifice heing enjoined 
etc., etc., etc. ’ (the sense of which is that the sacrifice having been enjoined 
in a previous sentence, what the repetition of the same does is to point out 
its connection with an Accessory, in the shape of the Deity). Bat a 
differentiation by the Accessory is possible, only when the Yerb is found 
to have lost its differentiative potency ; and hence it is only right that 
first of all we should consider the Verb (as the means of differentiation). 

The Bhashya puts forward the question in the form — ^ kimelcama^ur- 
mm ? ’ and this implies the question of the difference or non-difference of 
the Actions ; or it may be taken as “does the woi’d ‘yajati,* repeated five times, 
lay down one Action and one ‘ Apurmj or five Actions and five Apurvas ? ” 

And on this question, we have the following 
PURVAPAKSHA. 

“ They indicate only one Apurva ; because, as shown in the previous 
Adhikarana, though the signification of the affix he the same, yet a 
“ diffex’ence in the Roots serves to differentiate the Actions ; when, however, 

“ the Root also is the same, what would be there to point out the Actions 
“ to be different ? 

“Further, on the utterance of the first sentence samidko yaj uti ^ — 

“ an idea of the Action ‘ yaga ^ presents itself to the mind ; and hence when 
*• the same Verb is pronounced again, the Action denoted by this is at 
“ once recogaised as the same that had previously come to the mind ; and 
“ as such the repetition does not point out any difference in the Action. 

“That is to say, when the word ^yajatV has been once directly 
“heard, if it happens to be pronounced again, it is at once recognised 
“ as the same word that had been previously heard, and no difference is 
“ perceived between tlie two words ; so also in the case of its denotation 
“(which being comprehended once is always recognised to be the same, 

“ whenever that word is uttered). And in the case in question, all that the 
“second ^yajati \ though directly heard, does is to express over again that 
“ same Action of ydga which has already been cognised (by means of the 
“first ^yajati^)*, and though, as such, it becomes redundant, yet it 
“ cannot make the two ‘ yajatVs * distinct words ; and in the same manner, a 
“repetition of the word, even though becoming otherwise superfluous, 
“ could not make the meaning of one ‘ yajati ’ different from that of the 
“other. For certainly ^ superjlmusness* (like Inconsistency) is not a, 
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■“ means of right knowledge. Only that which the Yeda lays down 
should be accepted as the authoritativ^e means of knowledge, by people 
taking their stand upon the authority of the Yeda. And in the case 
“in question, we find that the Yeda, in using the same word ^yajati,' 
“ distinctly points to a non-difference between the Actions ; and hence 
“ he who would hold them to be different, would be going against the 
“ authority of the Yeda itself, xind as a matter of fact, there is 
“ nothing wrong in the admitting of the superfiuousness of certain words, 
“ if such superfiuousness happen to be necessitated by a higher authority. 

“But we have the following ways of avoiding the said superfluous- 
ness : — 

“(1) The word ^ yajatV as repeated in the second and the following 
“ sentences, being touched by the supposed Directive Injunction dealing 
with the Primary Action together with all its subsidiaries, could be 
“ taken as not affording any meaning, but only as laid down for the sole 
“purpose of being verbally repeated. (And in this way there would he 
“ no repeated mention of the Action oi ^ yaga^), 

“ (2) The repetition may be taken as only serving to emphasise the 
“same fact. We actually find that in ordinary parlance, people go on 
■“repeating certain words (by way of emphasising) — even more than 
“ twice — until the idea meant to be conveyed by them is fully compre- 
“ bended by the person to whom the words are addressed. So also, in the 
“scriptures, we find, in course of the story of ^Pancendraf that the old 
“ spinster asks for a husband five times. And though in the case of this 
“story, the person to whom the request was preferred was a Deity 
^‘(Indra) capable of playing pranks (whereby he gave the spinster 
“ five husbands, taking her repeated requests as distinct demands), — 
“yet, in the case in question, we have no such playful person to deal 
“ with ; and hence we cannot take the five repetitions of the word ‘ yajati ’ 
“ as denoting distinct sacritices. 

“ (3) The Injunction of the Action being accepted to reside in all 
“the five utterances of the word ^yajati’ the Action enjoined comes to 
“he one only ; just as though we find the injunction of the ^ JyoHshfoma^ 
“ill many Yedic Rescensions, yet we accept the Vyotooma ’ itself to be 
“ one sacrifice onl}^. Thus then, as when many words have the same mean- 
“ ing, they come to he taken as optional alternatives, so we conclude that it 
“ is the same sacrifice that is enjoined, at one time, by the sentence ‘ samidho 
yajatif and at another by the sentence ' tanunapatam yajatiJ And 
“ (in the case of optional alternatives, there can be no superfiuousness 
“ in the matter, which could lead us to take them as expressing distinct 
"•‘Actmis; because) when we find the Vrthi and the Yava serving the 
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*‘same purpose, we do not accept one of them to be useless, and as such 
“ serving an altogether different purpose. 

“ (4) The subsequent sentences may be taken as laying down distinct 
Deities — ‘ Taiiunapat ’ and the rest — ^for the sacrifice ; and thus too, 
“the repetition would not be useless. If the second ^ yajati^ enjoined 
“ an Action, then alone could the word * tanunajpat’ be taken as the Name 
“of the Action; as a matter of fact, however, the second ^yajatV only 
“ refers to the same sacrifice that has been expressed by the first ^yajati' ; 

“ and as such the word ‘ tanunapaty cannot be a Name ; it must be taken 
“ as laying down an Accessory (Deity) for the same sacrifice. And thus 
“ too, the repetitions cannot be taken as pointing out different actions. 

“And fui’ther, as a matter of fact, the same word or object, 
“even when appearing in places far apart, is always recognised 
“ as the same ; and in this case it cannot be said that they are different ; 

“ just as when a man returns home after a long absence, and recognises 
“ his people to be the same as those he left behind him, they are not 
“ taken to be other than these. And when such is the case when they 
“ occur in distant places, how could it be otherwise in the case in question 
“when the two sentences occurring close together, the impressions pro- 
educed by them are still present in the mind while the second is uttered. 

“If there were a distinct meaning each time that the word were 
“pronounced, then the denotation of each word would consist of ever- 
changing individuals (and nob ol oia eternal class, as held by the 
Mhnansaha). 

“And further, in the case of the sentences in question there is no 
“such thing as the class ‘ Sacrifice V as apart from the Individual Sacri- 
“fices, just as there is no class ^gatva’ apart from tlie individual 
“ letter ^ ga^) ; and thus the word ^ yaga^ being restricted to an individual 
“ Sacrifice, how could there be a diffei-ent action (expressed by the word 
^^^yajatV in the second sentence for instance) ? That is to say, 
“ even though with a view to justify the repetition of the word, the 
“ sacrifice might be performed five times ovei% yet the Action would be 
“ one and one only ; as we find that, though the Jyotishtoma is performed 
“ thrice, yet it is admitted to be a single Action (though in the case of this 
“latter we have a distinct Injunction of its being performed thrice) . 
“ In the case in question, however, we have no such ground for repeating 
“ the performance ; because all that the repetition of the word ‘ yajati,* 
“ with ‘ fanunapdt, ' etc., does is to lay down alternative Deities in con- 
“ uection with the same Sacrifice. 

“ For these reasons, we conclude that in the ca>se in question, the 
“ Sacrifice pointed out is one and one only/’ 
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SIDDHINTA. 

To the above, we make the following reply:— 

The repetition of the same word would also be so : — exactly like 
different words, that also would be a means of differentiating Actions. 

Because, by its direct denotative potency, the Verb, in the first 
instance, lays down the Action ; and it is only when this potency has been 
forestalled by another — i.e,^ when the Action has been already mentioned 
by another word — , that it requires that Action to be referred to along 
with itself. 

If the mere fact of the ^sacrifice'' continuing in the mind of the 
person (at the time that the second ycijati^ is pronounced) were the 
sol© cause of this latter ‘ yajati ’ referring to the * sacrifice ’ denoted by 
the former ‘ yajati,^ then alone would it fail to give us an idea of a different 
Action. As a matter of fact, however, the mere fact of such continuance 
in the mind is not sufficient cause for making the second ‘ yajati ^ a 
secondary reference (to wliat has gone before) ; the fact is that it is only 
the particular form of such reference ( Anuvada) that is shown by the 
idea born of the context ; and the generic fact that there is an Anuvada 
is shown by the sentence itself. 

That is to say, when the Injunctive potency of the Injunctive Affix, 
is removed from the denotation of the Boot, then, in that case, there 
being no potency for more tlmn one Injunction, we look for a mere 
secondary reference to the denotation of the Boot ; and this want is sup- 
plied by the aforesaid continuance (in the mind, of the idea of the previously- 
expressed Action). And the removal of the Injunctive potency from the 
Boot-meaning is due to the fact of the Injunctive potency having taken up 
another object for Injunction (and to the said continuance) ; as for instance 
in the case of such supplementary sentences as — ^YrihihMryajeta^' ^ dadhnd 
juTioH’’ (the verbs ^yajeta^ and ^jtihoti^ are repeated only for the pur- 
pose of laying down other materials for the ^ sacrifice * and the ‘ JSoma ’ 
which have been laid down in the preceding sentences, and which are 
only referred to by the verbs in these supplementary sentences). In all 
these cases, where many objects are mentioned in various sentences, — 
inasmuch as it is not possible to have a multiplicity of Injunctive poten- 
cies, — ^.we naturally conclude that there is only one object of the Injunc- 
tion, which one should be referi'ed to by all the subsequent verbs ; and 
when looking for that one particular object, we come to the conclusion, 
that it must be that which keeps continuing in the mind. And hence it 
is that in the case of the sentence * dadlina juhoti, ’ as it is only the dadhi 
that has not been mentioned before, we take the Verb (‘ juJioti as only 
referring to a previously-expressed with reference to which the 
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sentence lays down a fresli material in tlie shape of the dadU. When, 
Jowever, there are not many objects meant to be enjoined, then, in the 
case ot that sentence we do not look for anything that would be referred 
to by the subsequent verbs. And hence, so long as the sentence itself does 
not give ns any general idea of the presence of such secondary reference, 
w a use ul puipose could be served by the said ‘ continuance, ’ which 
depends upon a due fulfilment of the general idea of the presence of an 
anmada and which is the sole ground for admitting of a particular 
lorm of reference Thus then the definition of ‘Jnuvada’ 

IS, not that ‘that which lias been previously laid down, is referred to sub- 
sequently, but that ‘that (1) with regard to which there is an idea 
that It ought to be referred to, and (2) which happens to have been pre- 
lous y aid down, is that which is referred to ; and tliere can be no such 
Keterence when neither of these two conditions is absent— *.e., neither by 
e mere desire for reference, nor by the mere fact of its having been previ- 
ously laid down. Consequently then, though there is a desire for Eeference, 
yet, inasmuch as the object is not one that has been laid down before 
we cannot but admit it to be an Injunction of an Action with certain 
qualifications; and conversely, even though the object may be known 
0 be such as has been previously laid down, inasmuch as there is no desire 
or a secondary Beference, we cannot but admit the Injunction to refer 
to a different Action altogether, notwithstanding the fact of the Boot 

as we 1 as the Affix being actually I’ecognised to be the same (as in the 
case of ^yajati ’). 

It has been urged above that the proximity of the previously- 
mentioned sacrifice being very strong, even if the word ‘ yayatj ’ were to 
e ptonounoed a hundred times, the idea of that sacrifice would not 
disappear. But all such disappearance would appear quite possible if the 
opponent only knew the comparative strength or weakness of the various 
means of knowledge. For instance, it is by Direct Signification that we 
recognise the Actions to be different, while it is by means of Proximity 
a ly are cognised as. identical; and hence for those who are cognisant 
Direct Signification of the word being more authoritative 
ot the two, how could the Actions appear to be one and the same ? When 
the Injunctive word {‘yajati’) has not its injunctive potency thrown 
aside from its legtimate object, then it is taken up with the meaning of 
he Boot and the BMvanO, (signified by the Affix) ; and it is with regard 
0 these that that word gives birth to an Injunction, which has for its 
object something not otherwise got at; and as such it tramples under 
its foot the idea of the sacrifice (mentioned by the second ‘ ’) having 

been already laid down (by the torvaer ‘yajati’)-, and thereby leads us 
to the conclusion that the object of this Injunction is such another Action 
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as is quite capable of being enjoined by ifc. And hence if this Injimctioii 
should follow the Direct Word, it points to a distinct Action ; while if 
it should follow Froximity, then the Actions are identical. 

If, however, the Injunctive Word is taken up elsewhere — for instance, 
the laying down of the material, etc., — then in such a case, we admit 
of the Actions being identical, as pointed out by Proximity ; because in 
this case such an assumption is not contrary to any higher authority. 

Consequently, it must be admitted that the idea of all the various 
Actions being identical is a mistaken one, — due to the fact of all these 
^sacrifices’' imparting the same aid to the Primary Sacrifice, and as such 
being spoken of as ‘ sacrifice ’ in general. There is no ground for recog- 
nising each individual ‘ sacrifice ’ to be the same as the one mentioned 
befoi*e. That which is actually recognised as one in reality, there is no 
diHerence of opinion as regards the unity of that. For instance, in the 
different kinds of sacrifices — the ‘ Papw,’ the ‘ Soma ’ and the ^ Isliti ’ — the 
getieric character of ‘ sacrifice ’ is one and the same, and it is only with 
reference to specific Individuals that we think of any difference among 
them. 

Objection: “In the case in question, it is the direct mentio7t oi the 
“ same word ‘ yajati ’ which distinctly points to the identity of the 
“ Actions ; and as such it cannot be said that the idea of oneness is 
“ based npon Proximity, and not upon Direct WordP 

’Refill} : It is not so ; because all that the Direct mention of the word 
^ yajati^ does is to give rise to the simple idea that what it speaks of 
is ‘a sacrifice'; and it has nothing to do with any idea as to whether it 
is the same as the one mentioned before or different from it. That is 
to say, the second ^ yajati^ does not mean that the ‘sacrifice’ denoted by 
it is the same as tliat denoted by the previous ^ yajati^; and thus the 
denotatiofi of the word being actually silent on this point (of difference 
or non-difference), people, not cognisant of the fact of the notion of 
identity being due to Proximity, &.ve led to the mistaken conclusion that 
the recognition of sameness is based upon Direct Wo7'd, 

Ohjectio7i: “Inasmuch as the word does not denote the Individual 
“(according to the Mimmsaha), it is only the single ^ class ^ ‘sacrifice’ 
“ that would be denoted by the word ^ yajati, ’ whenever it may be used ; 
“and as this class is always one and the same, the sameness in question 
“must be admitted to be denoted by Direct Word.” 

Reply : It is because the Individual is not denoted by the word, that 
the Direct Word points out the Actions to be distinct. For instance, what 
are laid down are the Individuals (sacrifices) as qualified by the Olass 
(‘Sacrifice’) and hence in the case of all Injunctions, all consideration 
of difference or non* ^fference should he with regard to the Individuals. 
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That is to say, the generic entity, that forms the x^eal denotation of the 
word yajaW foi’ instance), being incapable of being performed, it cannot 
form the object of an Injunction ; and hence in all cashes it is the Individuals 
that form the objects of Injunctions. Hence it must be admitted that 
the sentence ‘ Samidho yajati ’ lays down one specific individual sacrifice, 
and ‘ Tanunapatam yajati^ lays down another. And in the case in question 
we have the Injunctions of five such distinct individual sacrifices. 

It has been suggested above that ‘‘just us there is no difference 
between the letter ‘ ga ’ and the ‘ gatim ’ so, in the same manner, there 
“ may he no difference between the individual sacrifice and the class 
sacrifice.’ 

True, there is no difference; but it is only after we actually conclude 
from the very form of the Action that it is one only, that we can be sure of 
there being no difference ; prior to such conclusion, we are absolutely certain 
of a difference. For example, in the case of the letter ‘ when we found 
it to form a member of the classes of ‘Letter,* ‘Sound’ and ‘Pro- 
perty,’ — we concluded tliat the differences perceived in the various tones 
of the letter ‘ ga ’ itself, must be due to the specific properties of 
quickness^ etc,, which belong, not to the letter itself, but to the organ of 
its utterance ; and hence (there not being distinctiii dividual ‘ ga^ we 
did not admit of any such generic entity as ‘ gativa ’ (the class ‘ ; in the 

same manner, when we find that all the sacrifices — down to the ‘ Samit ’ — 
form members of such classes as ‘ Entity,’ ‘ Action,’ and ‘ Sacrifice,’ 
we conclude that each of these sacrifices does not become distinct, by 
the mere fact of the time, place or agent of its performance being 
different ; because these differences are not in the sacrifice itself ; and as 
such are exactly in the same position as the properties of ‘ quickness ’ etc., 
in the case of the letter ‘ya.’ That is to say, the ^ 8amit sacrifice’ 
performed on the Paimiamasi day is nothing distinct from the same 
sacrifice performed on the AmUvasijd day ; so also a difference in the 
performer, or in the places of performance, does not make the Action 
different. 

But as a matter of fact, it is not that we admit of an actual differ- 
ence only in cases where the difference is cognised by direct sense- 
perception; because on this point there is no difference between the 
authority of Sense-perception and that of the Word (Vedic), Hence we 
must admit of a difference among Actions, only in so far as is shown by 
the six means (enumerated in the present Fada ) — such as ‘ Different words ’ 
and the like. Because in the case of the sacrifices — ‘ ‘ Pagii,^ ‘ Soma ’ 

^ AMna^ and ‘ the idea of difference among them 

that we have is never actually found either to be due to any extraneous 
properties or circumstances, or to be other than * correct. Hence when 
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tlie iudiv'idual ‘ Ishti ’ etc. are always found to be the objects of Injunc- 
tions, the words giving expression to them naturally become regarded as 
•diiferent ; and it is from these individuals that tbe Eesults follow ; though 
all of them belong to the single class ^ Sacrifice,’ and there are no sub- 
classes (as ‘ Islititva ’ and the like). 

Objection: “But such sub-classes as ^JShahatwa^ and the like are 
^‘admitted.” 

Reply : Not so ; because the fact of many sacrifices being all called 
‘ Bhaha^ and recognised as such, is only due to the fact of all of them 
being performed in a definite period of time (one da,y) [and not to the 
fact of their belonging to any such class as ^ Bhahatwa'*'] ; just as the 
word * Dan(}z ’ (with stick) applies to many persons (not on account of 
all of them belonging to any such class as ' danditva,^ but only on 
account of all of them happening to hold sticks). That is to say, certain 
sacrifices are called ‘ because they are finished in a single day; 
those that take from two to eleven days are called ‘ dhtna ’ ; those 
finished in twelve days are spoken of as both ; while those extending 
from twelve days to a thousand days samvafsara ’ in this case has been 
explained as ‘day’) are called ^ Satra^; those in which the ofering is of 
food-grains are called ‘ IsJifl ’ ; those in which animals are offered are 
‘ Fagu and those in which the material ofered consists of vegetables 
(leaves, plants, creepers, etc.) are ‘ Soma, ’ 

If, however, you insist on assuming sub-classes, that does not touch 
our position at all adversely. Thus, too, even if there happen to be such 
classes as * Jyotishtomaiwa ’ etc., and if each performance of the sacrifice 
( ‘ Jyotishtoma ’ for instance) becomes a distinct sacrifice by itself, — then 
too our position remains unsullied. So also, conversely, if all sacrifices 
be taken as one only, on the gronnd of all of them only consisting of 
the offering of certain materials to certain Betties ^ — then too, inasmuch 
as the performance of each would be distinct from that of the other, 
there would be no hindrance to their ordinary performance, etc. 

Objection: “In that case, the repeated performances of the Samit 
“ sacrifice would not be distinct Actions ; just as the repeated performances 
“of certain actions during the performance of the JyotisTitoma are not 
“recognised as so many distinct actions.” 

Reply : In all cases, the differentiation of Bharmas is based npon 
the difference in the Apurvas brought about by them, (and as a rule, a 
.distinct Apurva always follows from an Action each time that it is 
repeated). And it is on account of tlie following reason that in the case 
of the repeated performance of the ‘ Samit ’ sacrifice, we have an idea 
of each of them being a distinct Action, whereas in the case of the 
Jyotishtoma we take the difference to lie only in the repeated performances 
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(and not in tlie Action). In the former case we have an Injunction of 
the Action or performances of all the sacrifices distinct from one another ; 
while in the latter case, the various repeated performances are all in- 
cluded in the single name * dyotishtoma ' ; and hence though the character 
of ‘sacrifice’ belongs to each repeated performance, yet the character 
of ^ Jyoiishtoma^ dioes not belong to it; and thus it is that ^ye come to 
look upon each repeated performance as a part of the one sacrifice 
^ Jyotishtoma' ; but such is not the case in the repeated performances 
of the ^ Samit,^ because in this case we do not have any composite whole 
made up of these performances (as we have in the case of the JyotisJifoma ) 
And thus the conditions of the two are not identical. 

What is the special purpose of all this differentiation, we shall show 
later on under ii— 17-20, 

Says the Bhashya: Hence the sacrifice has got to he repeated; and this 
assertion is in accordance with the view that the name ‘ Pmyoja 
belongs to all the five sacrifices (expressed by the word ‘ yajati ’ repeated 
five times), just as ^ Jyotishtoma^ belongs to the repeated 

performance of certain Actions. Or it may be taken as referring to 
the fact that though the individual ‘Sacrifices’ are distinct, yet, inasmuch 
as the word ^ yajaW in all cases denotes the class ‘sacrifice’ (to 
Tvdiich the individual sacrifices belong), we must take the performance of 
the five sacrifices to be the repetition of that of the single class ‘ Sacrifice. ^ 

An objection is raised in the Bhashya: has been said that it is 

'■^incapable of enjoining another object ; and the sense of this is that the- 
“injunctive potency of the second ^yajati* having been taken up in 
“ laying down Tanunaptit as the Deity, there is no incompatibility of this 
“Injunction with that of the previous ^yajati^^ an idea of which is 
“ still present in the mind.” 

But in accordance wdth the rule laid down the Sutra I — iv — 4, the words 
‘ Samit ’ etc. come to be recognised as names of sacrifices, on account of 
their relationship with the Deities pointed out by the words of those 
iras whicb contain those words ( ‘ Samit ’ etc.), and which come to be 
employed in the Samit and other sacrifices, in the same order in which 
they are found in the text (that is to say, the first Mantra is employed 
in the Samit sacrifice ; the second in the Tanunapai^ and so forth ; and 
the words of these Mantras distinctly point out the Deities of each of 
these sacrifices) ; and hence, the Deity being already once pointed out, it 
cannot form the object of another Injunction by the sentence ‘ Tanuna- 
patam yajati ’ ; and as such the injunctive potency of the sentence would 
be thrown aside from its legitimate object. 

This is what the Bhashya should have -said in reply to the opponent. 
What it actually does, however, is to grant his contention, and then 


632 


TANTBA-YAETIKA. ABH, II—PABA 11 — ABHI (2). 


crush him on his own ground. The sense of the BlidsJiya is this : You 
accept the first ^yajatV to be the Injunction of a ‘Sacrifice' on the 
ground of this latter not being laid down before ; but this is scarcely 
correct; because the ‘ Sacrifice ' has already been enjoined in the sen- 
tence ^ Bargapurnamasabhydm yajeta ^ ; and as such the first ^yajaW 
also can be taken only as merely re/emwp to the ‘sacrifice’ laid 
down before (Just as you take the second ^ yajati\'i\^vQi%vvix\g to the 
‘sacrifice’ laid down by the previous And then all the 

^yajati^^ being mere references to the previously enjoined ‘Sacrifice,’ 
what the words ‘Samit* and the rest can do is to lay down either the 
material to be ofiered or the Deity to whom the ofiering is to be made ; (in 
connection with the ‘ Sacrifice’ laid down by the sentence ‘ Dargapurnama- 
sdhliyam yajeta^ ; but we find that both of these accessories of that 
sacrifice have already been laid down in the sentence ^ Agneyo^shfdkapdlo ’ 
(where Agni is mentioned as the Deity findi the cake as the material ) — a 
sentence which is found directly connected with the original Injunction 
itself; and hence if it w-ere to have these accessories pointed out by the 
sentences ‘ samidho yajati ’ etc., this would be directly contrary to the former 
mention of the accessories (as the former sentence has not been found 
to mention the ' Samit^^ etc., as either the Deity or the Material). Then, 
inasmuch as (according to you) it is absolutely necessary to make 
the sentence ^ samidlio yajati* lay down the relationship of the Deity 
{Samit) with a certain sacrifice, — and this is impossible without 
another sacrifice (being mentioned by another ^yajatV ; because the ‘ yajati ’ 
in the same sentence you have taken as referring to another sacrifice) ; 
and hence, too, you have to admit the sacrifice denoted by one ‘ yajati ’ to 
be dilferent from that denoted by another ^yajati \ — even when you 
take the sentences as' Injunctions of Accessories. Thus then, inasmuch as 
it would he impossible for each succeeding sentence to lay down the 
Accessory for the sacrifice laid down in the preceding sentence, all the 
sacrifices must be taken as different from one another. And as such all 
your trouble over the taking of the sentences as Injunctions of Accessories 
becomes wholly lost. As a matter of fact, however, no such Injunction 
of Accessories is possible in the case in question ; because the material 
to be offered can never be spoken of by a word like ‘ samidhah ’ (Accusative 
Plural) — ^as we have explained under Sutras II — i — 11-12 ; specially as the 
verb ‘ yajati ’ can have no connection with a material which is mentioned 
by a \void with an Accusative ending (as an Instrumental ending is what 
would be necessary in that case) ; nor can it be an Injunction of the Deity ; 
as we shall show later on, under the Sittra IX — i — 9. 

; Thus then, we conclude that the sentences under consideration must 
be the injunctions of distinct Actions* 


ADHIKARANA. (3). 

\Tf eating of the Relation of Subserviency hettveen the Aghdras and the 

Agneya^ ej5c.]- 

SutraS: The context refers to the Paurnamasi (as the 
pHnelpcil), specially as none of the details are mentioned (of 
other sacrifices). 

The Bhasijya has quoted all the Injunctions of the Sacrifices, in 
connection with the ^ Darga-Purnamdsa' ; and then tlie question \stavted 
by it is as to whether all the sacrifices enjoined are distinct primaries, or 
it is only some of these that are so. 

An objection is raised ngainst this statement of the question of 
the Adhikarai 3 .a : ‘^The cotisideration of the question of primaines and 
“ subsidiaries forms the subject of the fourth Adhyaya ; by what 
“ connection, then, has it been introduced in this Adhyaya^ which deals 
wholly with the Differences of Actions? Tliat is to say, after having 
“ dealt (in the foregoing Adhiharana) with the differentiation of Actions 
“ by means of Repetition, it was necessary to consider the differentiation by 
“ means of Number] and yet how is it that having taken no notice of that, 
the Bhashya starts a question which is of no use in the subject-matter of 
“ the present Adhyaya ? ’’ 

To this some people make the following reply : The question started 
“ by the Bhashya forms a declared subject of the Adhyaya; because at 
‘‘the very outset of the Adhyaya, the Bhashya on Sutra II — i— 1 has de- 
“ dared — ‘ after that the Frimaries and the Subsidiaries will he taken into 
“ consideration d 

“But this is scarcely correct ; because in that place (f.c., the Vartika 
“ on II — i — i) we have rejected that interpretation of the Bhashya, which 
“ we have explained in a different manner ; we have shown tliei’e that it is 
“ for the purpose of showing the difference among Apurvas treated of in 
“ Adhyaya III, that the question of Primaries and Subsidiaries was 
“ introduced in the Bhasiiya on II — i — 1. The question of the relation of 
“ subserviency betvreeii Actions, however, can in no way be connected 
“ with the subject of the present Adhyaya. Specially as we shall devote 
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“ a great deal of time and trouble for establishing such relations among 
“ Ad^ions— under Sutras IV— iv— 29-83. And the bearing of this AdM- 
“ karana being quite dear, it cannot be explained in any other way. Oonse- 
«*queutiy the question of the relation of subserviency between Actions 
need not have been considered here. ISTor can any of the questions— ‘ whe* 
‘Hher the sentences ya Svam vidmn amavasyayam yajati md ya evam. 

“ vuhdn pauo’namasyam yajati conjointly refer to the Primary sacrifices, or 
“they are the Injunctions of two independent Actions, and the other 
“sentences ai’e all Injunctions of Accessories ’ — ^have any connection with 
“ the AdUharana in the way that it has been suggested by the BMshya, 
“And if it is these questions that are to be chiefly considered in the 
Adhikarana, then there would be no use in introducing the question of 
“Relative Subserviency. And further, it has been shown above that 
“ Diflerence of Words and Repetition are capable of pointing out Differ- 
“ ences among Actions ; how is it, then, that these have been brought in 
“by the Bhashya, as establishing the equal importance of all Actions ? 
“To utilise the means of estMxshmg Difference in establishing eqttal im* 
^^portance is certainly a very queer process of argumentation. Nor, in 
“ the very body of the two AdMkaranas, do we find the conclusions and 
“the Premises stated apart from one another; and as such we cannot 
“bring in the Premises of the one to the proving of another conclu- 
“ sion.” 

In view of the above objections we must justify the BMshya in 
the following manner: The px’esent Adhikarana had to be introduced 
as dealing with the exceptions to the conclusion arrived at in the 
iovegomg Adhikarana ; «and hence from among all the sentences quoted, 
we must take only tivo as the basis of this Adhikarana ; viz., ‘ ya evam 
amtlvasyayUm yajati^ and ^ ya evam paurnamasycim yajati' And then the 
question comes to be this : Do these tioo ‘ yajati ^s lay doivn tivo entirely 
independent Aetiofis, — or being qualified by the words ‘ amdvdlsya ’ and 
* paurnamdsi^ ' which denote actions connected with the times expressed by 
these, the. two ^ yajati'^ only referto the six po'imanj Actions {the ^ Agneya"* 
and the rest that go to form the ^ Darga-Purnamasa ' sacrifice) ? 

Tlien again, the difference of the Agneya and the other five Primary 
sacrifices from one another being established by the difference in their 
Accessories, that between the subsidiary Praynjas themselves being estab- 
lished by Eepetition, and that of the subsidiary Aghdras by means of 
the difference of words, Bhashya has brought in the two declara- 
tions of ‘equal importance’ and ‘relative subserviency’ only; such is 
the real upshot of the real PUrvapaksha and the Siddhanta of the 
Adhikarana, (That is to say, if the ‘ yajati ' b lay down independent 
Actions — as held by the PUrvapaksha — , then all the various sacrifices — 
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the Agfbeya, etc., as well as the Frayajas, etc.^ — would be of equal 
importance ; while if the two * yajatVs be taken, only as referring to the 
previous six primary sacrifices— the etc., — then these alone would 

be the Primary sacrifices ; as on account of their being referred to by the 
two seuteuces, and as being related to the enjoined times of the Amaiiasya 
and the Pw'wimu, these two words would be taken as the names of 
tliese six sacrifices, which aloue would, therefore, come to be connected 
with the Result j and in that case the Fray as, etc., would all become 
subsidiary to it). And these questions of * equal importance ’ and ‘ rela- 
tive subserviency ' have not been introduced as forming integral parts of 
the Adh'ikarana itself ; and so tliese two are not to be taken as embodying 
the Furvapahsha and the Stddhdnta, vespeotively. 

Thus then, the three stages in the position taken up by the PUrmpalc- 
sha come to be these : (1) “ The two ‘ yajati ’s are independent injunctions ; 
(2) the actions enjoined by them are distinct from any previously enjoined ; 
and (3) tlie Praynjas and the Agharas are all prmary actions of equal 
predominance ” ; and in these three stages tlie one tliat follows is the direct 
outcome of that which precedes it; and thus all three are inseparably 
linked up with one another. In the same manner, the three stages in 
the Siddhdnta are these ; (1) The two ‘ yajati 's only refer to the sacrifices 
mentioned before ; (2) the Actions expressed by them are not different 
from the previously mentioned (Agneya, etc.) ; and (3) The Agharas and the 
Frayajas are subsidiary to the AgnSya and the rest. And in each of these 
trios, each member is so inseparably connected with the others, that if one 
of them happens to be established as true, the others necessarily follow as 
its corollaries. And hence the Bhdshya, thinking that the desired purpose 
would be served by establishing any one of the three positions, has 
brought in the third and the last, because it is the final outcome of the 
preceding two, and as such necessarily leads up to them. And though the 
difference or non-di^erence (of the sacrifices expressed by the two ‘ yajaii^s 
fioni those previously laid down) would be implied by the truth or 
otherwise of the Qiddhanta as put by the Bhashya, yet, towards the end 
of the Adhiharana, in summing up the whole discussion, the Bhdshya men- 
tions the * Diference or Non-difference,’ simply with a view to make it clear 
to the student (that this follows from the conclusion arrived at in the 
Adhiharana), 

Ohj action : “ How is it that having neglected the subject of Difference 
“ and Non-difference, in the beginning, the Bhdskya has thought it fit to 
“ bring it in again, through the question of equal importance or relative 
“ subserviency ? 

Some people reply to this that it is only a method of exposition 
peculiar to the Teacher ; for instance, in the foregoing Adhiharana also, 
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lie spoke of the Difference of Apnrvas (and through tli at, of the Difference 
of Actions), 

Or it may be ^ that the ‘ perception of the indicative feature’ — in 
the shape of the fact of the Prayd/as occurring among the sub- 
sidiary sacrifices-^that will be spoken of in the eighth below, 

is not capable of directly precluding all chance of the sacrifices being 
different (from the previous sacrifices) — (because all that the said feature 
indicates is that the PQ'mjofa, etc., are not primary actions, and not 
that they are different actions altogether) ; and as such all that the 
said feature would do would be to set aside the ‘Equal Importance ’ of all 
the sacrifices concerned ; and when this is set aside, there would follow 
the setting aside of the fact of the two ‘ ’s being distinct Injunc- 

tions by themselves, inasmuch as this latter has been shown to be the 
invariable concomitant of the theory of ‘ Equal Importance V; and thus 
we find that the question of ‘ Equal Importance’ has been brought in 
only with a view to utilising the fact urged in the siUras, which would be 
absolutely inoperative, if the question were only with regard to the differ- 
ence of actions. 

On this question then, there are two kinds of Pnrvapahsha : “ (A) 

“The Agneya^ etc., being all of equal importance, the two ^ yajati^s meu- 
“ tioned along with the words ^ PmirnamasV and Am are distinct 
“Injunctions, and as such lay down sacrifices other than the Agneya and 
“ the rest, etc.” (B) The two sentences — ^ya evani vidvan ^aurnamaysah 
“ ’ and ^ am^vdsyam yajaii^Sbve the only injunctions of sacrifices, 

“all the other sentences quoted being only the injunctions of accessories 
“of these two sacrifices.” 

PURVAPAKSHA (A). 

First of all we take npthab Piirvapuksha which holds the two ‘sacri- 
fices’ (enjoined by the two ^yajati'’s to be distinct from the Agneya, etc. 
“ Inasmuch all the sacrifices in question are mentioned by diferent ivords 
“ and also by repetitions of xvonds, they must be all of equal importance. 
“Though these two reasons — Difference of words and Repetition — are not 
“ connected directly with the fact of ‘ Equal Importance,’ yet they are 
“ taken along with this, through the difference in actions (that these 
“ would indicate), which is also implied in the assertion of ‘ Equal 
“ Importance’ I (as shown above). That is to say, the sacrifices denoted by 
“ the two ‘ yajUa ’s are shown to be different from those of the Actions 
“(mentioned along with the Ddrga-Purnamasa) that are not ydga (but 
“ Homa, etc.), by the difference in words; wliile they are shown to be 
“ different from the ydgas, by the repetition of the word ^ yajate* ; and 
“ hence Ahey must all be taken as of equal importance. (That is to 
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‘‘ say, when each ‘ ’ nientions a distinct) sacrifice, all the sacrifices 

“ mentioned in the passages quoted become independent of one another, 

‘‘ and as such all equally primary sacrifices). 

“hTor could any special purpose be served by taking the two 
^^yajati's in question as mere references to the previously enjoined 
sacrifices (because the only purpose that is found to be served by such 
references is the pointing out of fresh accessories) ; and as a matter 
“of fact we do not find any accessories in the shape of materials etc. 

“ mentioned in the two sentences in question ; and as such we cannot 
“make the injunctive potency of these ^ yaj eta give np the function 
“of laying down the actions themselves. 

“ Nor do we know of any such names—as ‘ Paurnamasya ’ or ^Ama- 
^^vdsya ^ — as belonging to any particular sacrifice. 

“Though we find the verh -yajate* in the Present Tense, yet we 
“ can take it as injunctive, by accepting it either as a Prayogavaeana (Direc- 
“ tive Injunction), or Arthavdda (Eulogistic word), or as in the ^ LBt^ Mood 
“ (which has the injunctive signification though the form of the Present 
“Tense), — ^just as we have in the case of the sentenee ^ 8amidho yajati^ 
“(where the word though in the Px’esent Tense, is admitted 

“ to have an Injunctive meaning). 

“And though we find the sentences introduced by the word Ujai \ — 
“in. ‘ 2 /^ evam, etc.’ — (which always precludes the injunctive character) — , 
“ yet we can not very well deny its injunctive potency ; because on 
“ this point too it is exactly like the sentence ' yadagneyo shtahapcilo^ 
“ which has been accepted as an injunction. 

“ Nor can it be urged that ‘ the two yajeta ’s, though having theinjunc- 
“ tive force, are yet not the injunctions of independent actions, hut 
“ are only the alternative injunctions of the same sacrifices as those pre- 
“ viously enjoined, just as we admit of the Injunctions of the same 
“ Jyotishtoma sacrifice met with in the various Vedas being only 
“ alternative injunctions of the same sacrifice. ’ Because in the latter 
“case, the different Vedic texts are meant for different persons, and 
“as such the different injunctions of the same sacrifice would not be 
“ useless. In the case in question, however, there is no such difference 
“ in the character of the persons addressed, and as such the repeated 
“ mention of the word ^yajatB^ can serve no other useful purpose, save 
“ the laying down of distinct sacridces ; specially as they can not he taken 
“ as eulogising any other injunction, because they are not capable of 
“ being taken along with any such other Injunction. 

“It may be asked — what are the Materials and the Deities of the two 
“ sacrifices laid down by these two ^yajate^s? And to this we make the 
“ following reply : — The butter kept in the Dhnma vessel is the material 
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conamon to all sacrifices ; and the Deities would be that which would 
“ be indicated by the words of the MaMras recited at their performance ; 
“ and thus, these two sacrifices being found to have their details fully 
“supplied, they must be taken as enjoined distinctly by themselves. 

“ That is to say, we have the Yedic declaration that ‘ the butter kept 
“in the D'hmvU is used at all sacrifices/ and hence just as we take this 
“ butter as the material of the ‘ Upangu ’ sacrifice, so could we also do 
“ with regard to the two sacrifices in question. And as for the Deity, we 
“find that in connection with Ajtjahhagas there are four Amivahy^ verses 
“ mentioned in the same order as the AjyabMgas ; two of these addressed 
“ to Agni^ and two to Sovia. And in accordance with the authority of Syn- 
“ tactical Connection, which is always stronger than that of Order, the said 
“ verses are separated from the AjyahJiagas B,x\di joined on to the two sacri- 
“fices in question; and the Syntaobical Connection that would authorise 
“such transference would be of the text — ‘ Variraglmi jgciiirnamasyam 
anuGyet§, vrdhanvatz amav^syay^m^ — because there are no other actions, 
“ save the two sacrifices in question, that could be spoken of as ^ Faiirna- 
“ m^sz\ 2 Lnd ‘ Amavdsyd^ (and ‘ VMraghni ’ and * Yrdlmnvatz'* are the names 
“of the two pairs of the said AnuvdhyU verses). It may be argued that the 
“ sentence quoted only lays down the times at which the verses have to be 
“ recited, and they do nob refer these vei*ses to any actions. But, we ask, 
“ — what would be the use of laying down the connection of the verses with 
“any particular time? Nor can the fact of the words ^ Paurnamdsyam^ and 
“ ^ Anidvdsydydm^ having the locative ending be urged against us ; because 
“ we actually find many instances where sacrifices mentioned by words with 
“ locative endings are accepted as primary; — e.g. ^ yeiui hdrmmertsU tatra 
jaydm where the principal action is that which is referred to by 

“ ‘ tatraJ* Thus then the two ^ Anuvdkyns — the Ydrtraglini and the YrdliQU-- 
vatz — being found to serve tlie same purpose, they come to be taken 
“as optional alternatives. And then again (as the Anuvdhjd verses 
“ are recited before the performance of tlie sacrifice, and as such could 
“ not serve the purpose of indicating the Deity) it becomes necessary to 
“assume the corresponding Ydjyd verses (which are recited during the 
“ performance, and as such are capable of indicating the Deity.) Or it 
“ may be that the two AnuvdTcyas being simultaneously enjoined, they 
“may be taken (and used) conjointly; and thence we are led to the 
“conclusion that the sacrifice has two Deities connected vvibh it ; and con* 
“sequently it becomes necessary for us to assume two Ydjyas correspond- 
“ing to each pair of Anuvdhyds (which Ydjyas would indicate the two 
“Deities). Or we might assume a single Ydjyd with reference to the 
“single (joint) Deity Agm-‘8onm. Or again, we might take one of the two 
? 7 drtraghnP verses^ and also one of the two VrdTianvati verses, as the 
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‘‘required Yajya in each case. And thus we find that in whatever way 
“we miglit get at the Yajya, the apparent inconsistency of the declara- 
“ tion — in theYedic text ^ V artraghni ^pmirnamasyam etc./ — of the relation- 
“ ship between the Mantra and the Sacrifice, leads us to conclude that in 
“ the two saei'ifices, Agni and Soma ai^e the Deities concerned. Then as 
“ for the Ajyahlmgas, from which the Mantras (indicative of the Deity) 

“ have been separated, their Deities are already mentioned by a sentence in 
“ the form of the Furahdpa ArtJiavada — ‘ Yasyaikasyawlt dBvatayai 
“ havirnirvapanndjyasyawa natt purastddyaj'an.^ Then as far the Mantras 
“in connection with the Ajayahhagas, the Yajyas have already been laid 
“ down (and these have not been separated from them), and the Amivalcya 
Mantras (that have been removed elsewhere) also would come in, in 
-“liccordance with the direction : ‘ d^gatayihhyali kartavyah and thus there 
“ is nothing incongruous in the way that we liave dealt with the subject. 

“And thus even when the sacrifices enjoined by the two Yajati'^i 
“in question are distinct from the Agneya etc., they are found to have 
“ distinct forms of their osvn ; and hence they must be admitted to be 
“ distinct actions ; and as such, there being nothing to show tliat tlie 
“ results follow from the six priraaides Agneyd and the rest onlyj (because 
“ the only sentence that had been accepted as showing this was ‘ Ya evam 
“ etc., which, however, has been shown to be the Injunction of a distinct 
“ sacrifice altogether), the character of the primary belongs equally 
“ to all the sacrifices mentioned in the various sentences quoted (i,e,, 
“ to the Praydja etc., the Aghdra etc., as well as to the Agneya etc.). 

PURYAPAKSHA (B). 

“We admit that the sacrifices are distinct; but we can not admit 
“ of the fact of the character of the Primary belonging equally to all. 
“Because the names ^ Amdvdsyd* or ‘Darpa’ and ^ Paurriamdsz ^ wGuId 
“ apply only to some of the .sacrifices, and not to all ; and the result is 
“ spoken of as following from those that are qualified by these names ; 
“ and as such there can be no equality in the character of all the sacrifices. 
“ That is to say, the wmrds ^ Darga^ &>nd ^ FatirnamSsa^ denote sacrifices 
“ with a qualification (that of being named by these words) ; and as from 
“ the sentence — ‘ Bargapaurnamdsdhhydm smrgaJcdmo yajBta * — it is clear 
“that it is only from such qualified sacrifices that the pax'tioular result 
“ could follow, we mu.st take these alone as the primary sacrifices ; and all 
“ other sacrifices mentioned along with them (and without any distinct re* 
“ suits of their own) must be accepted as the subsidiaries of these tvro.’' ^ 

i Ib may be noted that this second Purvapaksha is at variance with the Siddhanta 
only as regards the difference of the sacrifices mentioned by the two ‘ Yajeta *s from the 
primary sacrifices of the DaT<;4-Pu>rnamdsa . 
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The upholder of Turvwpahsha (A) objects to the Purva^akslia (B) 
on the following grounds : 

“ That which is itself well known serves to qualify or specify that 
“which is less known; and hence in the case of the sentence — ^ JDcirga- 
purnamasahJiyam swargakamo yajefa ^ — the signification of the names 
“ ^Darga^ and ‘ Purnamasa^ must be ascertained with reference to that 
“ of the root ‘ Yrlji.’’ That is to say, in all cases, where we have the 
“ Injunction of an action with a name, these two being recognised to be 
“ co-extensive, it is sometimes the particular signification of the root ‘ yaji ’ 

“ {sacrifice) which is defined or specified by the name ; while at other 
times it is the sacrifice that defines or specifies the name. And between 
“ these two, that which happens to be the better known of the two, turns the ... 
“ other to its own purposes. For instance, (1) in the case of the sent >- •- 
^ JyotishtomBna yajeta^ we find that the name ‘ ’ is better 

“known from beforehand,- — on account of its being related to the three 
“ stoma songs, called ^ Jyoiili'- — ; and hence this name serves to restrict 
“the signification of the root ^Yaji' in this case to the Somayaga, 
“after having alienated it from the Dlkskaniya etc, ; and (2) in the case 
“ of the sentence ^ Bnjasuyena yajeta, the name ‘ Bajasuyaf^ not having its 
“signification pointing to any relationship with sacrifices, is taken up by 
“ the root ‘ yaji, whose signification has been well known from the previ- 
“ ously mentioned primary sacrifice. 

“ Thus then, in the case in question, we find that the significations of 
“the two nouns {Darga md Purnamasa)^ of the compound {Dargapurna- 
“ masahhyam), and of the dual number (in this compound), are not known 
“ beforehand (as in any way connected with the performance of sacrifices) ; 
“and hence thereof} ^Yaji^ cannot be taken as having its signification 
“ referring to (or ) defined by that name. On the other hand, the root 
“‘Yayr is applicable to all sacrifices; and as such, through the mention 
“of the particular result {B'oarga)^!^ comes, in the case in question, to be 
“ applied to the sacrifices mentioned in the context under consideration ; 
“and as such it would apply the word ^ JDargapilrnamasa' to its own 
“ object (mV., all the sacrifices — primaries as well as subsidiaries — that 
“ happen to be mentioned in the context). 

“For these reasons, we conclude that in the word ^ Dargapurna- 
mMhhjam' no significance is to be attached to either the compooenfc 
“ words, or to the compound, or to the dual number — because the 
“ word is only a particular combination of letters, simply pointing out 
“ the instrument, or means, in connection with all the sacrifices mentioned ; 
“ exactly as in the case of the word ^ Bajasuya' And as for the dual 
“ number, , we can explain it, in accordance with the rule ^ Snpam stipo 
“ hhavantiy as having been used in the place of the plural, or in that 
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“of the singular — this singularity being based upon the fact of all the 
“ sacrifices being taken as one complete whole. 

Objection : ‘How can the word ^DargapUrnam^sShliyam' be said 
“ to have its signification not well known, when, as a matter of fact, we 
“find that, from among the sacrifices mentioned in the context, there are 
“ some (the Agneya etc.) which are laid down in connection with the points 
“ of time {Amavasyd, and Purmmasi) signified by the words ‘ Barga * 
“ and ‘ Purntimasa ’ ; while there are others (the AjyabMga etc.) which are 
“spoken of in the dual number; and certainly the signification of the 
word ^ Bar Qajpmnamds^bhyayn* is well-known to be applicable to these 
“sacrifices. That is to say, a word renounces all its own meaning, and 
“ waits upon the signification of other words, when even a certain portion 
“of it is found to be unknown; in the case in question, however, we 
“actually find that certain sacrifices— etc.— are connected with 
“the time ^ ArndvasyS,^ and ^ Purnamdsl' (signified by the words 
“‘Darpa’ and ^ Purnamasd')^ while others^ — the AjyahMga etc. — are 
“connected with the dual number (which we find in the word 
“ ^ dargapiirnamasdhhyam *) ; and under the circumstances, it is not proper 
“ to speak of the signification of the word ‘ BargapUrnamdsdhhymi ’ 
“(being unknown as applicable to any sacrifices) and as such to be 
“ renounced-’ 

“To the above, we make the following reply :• — It is the Base and 
Affix {{.e., the compound ‘ and the dual termination) 

“ taken as a joint whole, that can specify or qualify the root ‘ YajatV ; in 
“ the case of the Agneya etc,, on the one hand, and the Ajyahhdga eta, on 
“ the other, each of these is devoid of any connection with one part 
“of the word. That is to say, though in the * AgnBya* etc.y we find a 
“connection with the times denoted by the words ‘ Darpa ’ and ^ PUrna- 
^^mdsa^* and as such the signification of the Base {Dargapurmmdsa} 
“would reside in them, — yet, inasmuch as these sacrifices are many, 
“ the signification of the dual termination ( in ‘ Dargapurnam^isahhyam ’) 
“ cannot apply to them ; and as such the word ^ DargapUrnamdsdLbhydm \ 
“as a whole is incapable of applying to the XgnBya etc. And also, 
“ though we find duality in the Ajyahhdga etc., yet the Base {Bargaparna- 
“ mdsd) is absolutely inapplicable to these ; and so the word as a whole 
“ cannot apply to these either. Nor is the oo-extensiveness (of tine sacrifloe 
“and the ^ Dargapurnamdsdhhydm^) clearly mainfested either by the 
‘‘ meaning, or the context, or the use of di:fierent words ; and as such 
“ it is not possible for the name * Dargapurmmdsdhhydm ’ to be taken as 
“ referring to the sacrifices, — either ori the ground of the similarity 
“ of certain letters (in accordance with the law of the corruption of names 
“ by which a slight difference in certain letters does not completely 
81 
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“alter tlie name), or by taking tbe word ^ J)argapurnamas^hhyam' in 
“ its secondary signification as indirectly indicating tbe sacrifice. 

“ Question : — ‘ Wby can not we take the sentences ( Ya enam vidvan 
amavasyayom yoj ate and ?/a evam patirnaTnasaydm. etc.) as laying down 
“ these two independent sacrifices for the accomplishment of the result V 
“ For, even in accordance with the SiddhantU, theory, these two words {yajate) 

“ will be said to lay down these two as composite actions (made up of the 
“ six primary sacrifices) towards the fulfilment of the particular result. It 
“ might be urged that the expression Darcapurnamasa being different 
“from the expression Amavasyapaurnamasa, the actions referred to in 
“the sentence mentioning Svarga as the result could not be recog- 
“nisedtobe the same as those mentioned by the two * Yajate^s m the 
“ sentences in question. But this objection is equally applicable to all 
“ parties. For instance, for the upholder of the PUrvapaJcsha also, what 
“ are meant to bring about the result are the two composite sacrifices 
“ named Faumamdsya in,nd Amdvdsyd ; and certainly these are not recog- 
“nised to be the same as those in the sentence Dargapurnamasabhyam 
svargaJcamo yajeta. If it be urged that in this case, though the names 
“ are not the same, yet, the names would be applicable to the composites 
“ because of their being performed at the points of time expressed by the 
“words, — then, the relationship of the time is equally present in my 
“case also; the meaning of the sentences being that one should perform 
“ {yajBta) the Paurnamdsa on the Paurnamdsi day, and the Amavasya 
“ on the Amavasya day.’ 

“ Answer : — This cannot be ; because this relationship of the time 
“ being common to these two sacrifices, as also to the six sacrifices 
“ Agneya and the rest, we do not see any reason why the result should 
“ be attributed to these two only. That is to say, when all the eight 
“ are equally connected with the pa.rticular time, there is no reason for 
“attributing the result to the two only. 

“ It might be urged that from among these eight the result might 
“be attributed to any two sacrifices. 

“ But this would be most improper ; because without any particular 
“ reason, such attributing of the result to any two sacrifices would be a 
“most unauthorised procedure; and secondly, the relative subserviency 
“of these eight would become a matter of option; and this leading to a 
“ great anomaly, could never be allowed. That is to say, unless we find 
“ a special reason for doing so, as long as we find the relationship of the 
“ specified time equally present in all the eight sacrifices, those two that 
“ would be chosen out as leading directly to the result, would make 
“all the other six subsidiary to them; and inasmuch as these six have all 
“ the marks of primary actions, there would be a very great anomaly. 
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** It might be urged that the said importance being a matter of option, 
‘‘it could, by turns, be attributed to all the pairs concerned; but in that 
“case, there would be another anomaly, viz,, the same sacrifice would 
“ at one time be the primary, and at the other subsidiary ; and further, 
“ from among those having the characters of both the primary and 
“ the subsidiary (as it is only that which is subsidiary in the Agiitya 
“ that is said to be capable of being introduced into its corresponding 
“ Fray^ja), a certain sacrifice would, in its subsidiary character, be liable 
“to be introduced in the corresponding Fvayajas of the Agneija etc. ; while 
“ the same would, in its character of the primary, be incapable of 
“being so introduced ; and thus there would be an eternal doubt as to 
“what should be really introduced into the Pray ay as. And further, as 
“ a matter of fact, all numbers subsist in the objects numbered, only throngh 
“ a certain secondary property ; in the case in question, however, either 
“ in the two independent sacrifices (meant to bo enjoined by the aenfcenoes 
“in question), or in the Agneya etc., we do not find in any part of these 
“ any such or secondary property, vyhereby we could recognise 

“their duality. Specially as whichsoever of them would be taken up, 
“ its duality would be directly set aside by the of other sacrifices 

“ and also by the singleness of that sacrifice itself. And thus we do not 
“ find the dual luimber applicable to any of the sacrifi.ces in question. 

“ In accordance with the SiddMnta, on the other band, the two words 
{Darga and Puruamasa) express to composite sacrifices; and as such 
“ there being a distinct dissimilarity from the theory in which all the saori- 
“ fices are not taken as forming any composites, we find the requisite 
“sub-property (in the form of the compositeness), and as such the 
“ connection of duality becomes possible ; and through this there would 
“ be a relationship with the specified time also ; and thereby in a way, the 
“ application of the nouns ‘ Barga ’ and ‘ PUrnamdsa ’ also becomes 
“ possible ; and thus in this case it becomes possible for the word ‘ Barga- 
purnamasahhyd,m' to be taken as qualifying the sacrifice. In acoor- 
“ dance with the Purvapahsha, however, this is not possible ; because, 
“ inasmuch as it does not admit of any composite sacrifices, the number tioo 
“can not in any way be applicable (and hence it could never admit of the 
“result to follow from any two sacrifices); and hence the result must be 
“ attributed to each and every one of the sacrifices mentioned in the context. 

“ The following question might be put to us : ‘ Why cannot we have 
“ all the eight sacrifices, as qualified by the duality of the times Ammasyri 
“and Furnamasi, as enjoined by the sentences in question (in this case 
“ the duality pertaining to the points of time and. not to the sacrifices) ? 
“Just as in accordance with the SiddUUnta, we have the six primary 
“sacrifices enjoined with regard to the duality of the two composites.* • 
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‘‘To this the reply that we make is that such hazy processes can not 
“ set aside the verb from eadi and every one of the sacrifices mentioned ; 

“ because it actually rests upon every one of these. And then, too, the 
“ time being something entirely diffierent from the sacrifice, the number 
“ belonging to the former can in no case appertain to the latter. In 
“the Siddhanta^ the case is different; as according to that, there is 
“no absolute difference between the component parts (sacrifices) and 
“ the two composite wholes (to which latter the number belongs) ; and 
“ as such there is nothing incompatible in connecting the number of the 
“ whole with the component parts. 

“ Thus then, we conclude that, in accordance with the Furvajpahsha^ 
“ as the application of the names Darga and Fanrnamasa depends upon 
“ the signification of the root* Yaj% all tlie sacrifices in question must, 
“ be admitted to be equally primary.*’ 

SIDDHANTA. 

To tlie above, the Sutra makes the following reply : “ Prakarana — that 
which is performed — would be the substratum of the words connected 
with ^ Faurnamtlsya^ and ‘ or the context would help these 

two words ; and consequently we must accept that alone to be enjoined 
which is denoted by these. 

That is to say, in all oases, we find that the Injunctive word prompts 
us to certain specific sacrifices ; and in case the sentences * ya evam etc.’ 
are taken as enjoining independent sacrifices, as they do not make any 
mention of the material or the deity related to these sacrifices, people 
would never be found to take up tlie performance of such unspecified 
sacrifices. 

That is to say, the words * yajate ’ in these sentences, or the words 
* AmBvasyd ’ and ‘ Furnamasa^ do not denote sacrifice in general ; nor 
do you (who hold the sentences to lay down two independent sacri- 
fices) admit of these words pointing to all the sacrifices in question. Then 
all that you can do is to make them lay down two independent sacrifices. 
But in that case, inasmuch as the details (material deity &c.) of these 
sacrifices are not mentioned, no one would be found to perform them ; 
and hence the sentence would become wholly futile. If, however, they 
are taken as referring to the sacrifices mentioned in the context, then, 
the materials and the deities of all these sacrifices, as also the particular 
points of time at which they have to be performed, being found to he duly 
mentioned, the full form of the sacrifices becomes known ; and as such 
the sentence becomes utilised (in pointing out the time at which they 
should be performed). 
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It has been argned above that the Material and the Deity of the 
four sacrifices are also clearly cognisable. Bat though it is true that 
the common material, Bhmum, might be taken as the material to bo 
employed, yet inasmuch as there is no mention of a Deity, the sacrifice 
remains as indistinct as ever. 

Nor is it possible for the Deity to be indicated by the words of the 
Mantras employed ; because the Mantras in question are distinctly 
pointed out, by the Order in which they occur, to belong to the Ijayahhagas. 
Nor is it possible for this Order to be set aside by the Sentence ; because 
in the case in question there is no direct antagonism between these two ; 
because when it is possible for the sentenae ^ V drtraghil Amavasyaynm 
etc. * — to be taken in such a way as to be quite in keeping with the indica- 
tion of the Order, then we cannot but renounce, as untenable, any other 
theories that might entail a contradiction between the two. In the 
sentence ^ Vartraghnz aynavQsydyam etc .^ — if the words ^ Pamnamdsz^ and 
‘ ’ denoted Actions, then the antagonism (between the Order 
and Sentence) could not be removed: (because in that case the Sentence 
would refer the Ma7itras to those Actions, while the Order refers them to 
the Ajyahhdga). As a matter of fact, however, these woi’ds only denote 
time; and as such there is no antagonism between the two. And when 
there is a common ground for both the Sentence and the Order, it is incum- 
bent on us to lend support to that theory which reconciles them. And 
further, at tlie very outset, the words ‘ Amavdsya ’ and ‘ Paurnamdsi ’ 
denote particular points of time ; and it is only subsquently (if the denota- 
tion of the time be found to be incompatible with the rest of the sentence) 
that they can indicate the Actions, through their connection with those 
times ; and hence by priority (and because there is nothing incompatible 
in it) we admit the words to be denotative of time. Because if the 
commonly recognised signification of time (by these words) were not 
compatible with the sentence, then alone could we reject it and take the 
words to he indicative of Actions. Then again, we find that the 
Locative termination (in the words * Amdvdsydydm^ and ' Paurmmdsydm^) 
is more compatible with the signification of time (than with tliat of Ac- 
tion) ; because Time is always known as the Adhiharana (Substratum, 
Container) of Actions; and as it is not possible for Actions to be such an 
Adhiharana, the Locative ending, in that case, could hardly be explained 
in any way. It has been argued above that no purpose is served by such 
connecting of the Mantra with any particular time. But if tddarthya 
(being for the sahe of) were the only relation possible, and if it were this 
relation that were asserted by us (as between tbe Mantra and the Time), 
then the said objection would be all right ; but, as a. matter of fact, the 
case is this : The Mantra appearing (by the particular Order in which the 
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Mantras are mentioned) to have been laid down as for the sake of the 
Ajyahhagasy it remains donbtful as to which Mantra is to be employed in 
which particular AjyahhagUf and hence what the mention of the words 
^ nmav^syaydm^ and ^ ^panrnamSisymi ^ (in the sentence ‘ Yartraghnl' etc.) 
does is to point out that the Mantra known as the ‘ Vartraghni ’ is to be used 
in the IjyahliUga performed at one time (the Amdvasya)^ and that called 
‘ Y rWianvati ’ in that performed at another (the Paurnamdsi). 

And further, according to our theory, inasmuch as the Ajyahhdgas 
are already known to have a particular Deity, the Injunction (of time) 
is found to serve a visible purpose (that of pointing out the time). In 
your case, on the other hand, it becomes necessary to make many gratuitous 
assumptions. That is to say, in all cases, the relationship of things is 
ascertained by means of their mutual requirements; hence the 
Ajyahhdgas^ that have their Deity already known, standing in need of 
Mantras capable of pointing out that Deity, would at once take up such 
Mantras, and it would not require any very great effort on our part to 
connect the two. In your case, on the other hand, the sacrifices denoted (by 
the sentences in question) being altogether new, their Deities are not known ; 
and as such they do not stand in any immediate need of Mantras (indica- 
tive of those Deities) ; hence it becomes necessary for you to make 
the following assumptions: (1) you will have to assume the Mantra, 
and its duality, thereby makiug the single Injunction have many meanings ; 
(2) you will have to assume the existence of many Deities indicated 
by those Mantras, while it is not necessary for a single sacrifice (which is 
held to be enjoined by the sentence in question) to have more than one 
Deity or more than one Anuvdhyd ; (3) there is an assumption of a 

Ydjyd verse (not found in the Veda) (4) as also fresh Puronuvakyds, not 
mentioned in the Veda, for the Ajayahhdgas, It has been declared above 
that ‘^one of the two Vd^iraghnts, as also one of the two ‘ Vridhan'datis^ 
would he the Ydjyd, while the other is the Anuvdhyd. But this is 
scarcely possible, as the taking of any of these as Ydjyd would he 
contrary to the fact of their being named ‘ Anuvdhyd.^ 

Further, since you admit the potency of pointing out the factors 
to be employed in the particular sacrifice, to the Sentence, and to the 
and since the Sentence amdvasydydm, etc.^ does 

not speak of the instrumentality oi the Mantras {ydrtraghm 2 i,ndiYrldhanvati) 
in the sacrifice, it becomes necessary for us to assume the recitation 
of these Mantras to have certain invisible results — ^just as we have in 
the case of the recitation of the ^Vaishnavi^ verses; and as such the 
Mantras could not be taken as serving the visible purpose of pointing out the 
Deity ; specially as the Mantra is not required at all by that which has to 
be pointed put. And under the circumstances, instead of assuming a 
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Deity to be indicated by tbe Mantra, it would be far better to nssnme the 
Mantras to exert an indirect influence towards tlie accoraplisbment of 
the Action, On the other hand, the Ajyahliagas being two, and they 
also being recognised as having two Deities (Agni and Soma), — the 
Mantras indicative of those Deities are actually required by them (for 
the purpose of lending authority to their cognition) ; and these Manh'as^ 
being pointed out as to be used at the sacrifice, by the indications of the 
Mantras themselves, as also by the order in which they happen to be 
mentioned, — they come to serve a distinct visible purpose. And thus, 
the Mantra and its duality etc., all having been pointed out, what remaitis 
to be done by the sentence Vartraghm, etc,^) is to day down distinct 
restrictions with regard to the time at which the various Mantras are to 
be used ; and this process is cei'tainly much simpler than that involving 
the above-mentioned endless assumptions. 

ISTor, in this case, does the said sentence become altogether useless . 
because the aforesaid restriction with regard to time cannot be accom- 
plished by mere Proximity (and hence the use of the sentence lies in this 
restriction). 

For these reasons there can be no Injunction of the Deity, through 
the sentences brought forward ; because these have been shown to have 
no oonuecfcioii with the matter. And hence the sacrifice held to be en- 
joined by the sentence ‘ Ya evam, etoJ, not having its details of material 
and Deity clearly mentioned, it cannot be taken as one different from those 
previously laid down. 


Question: What would be the use of making the sen- 

“ tence * Ya evam, etcA a mere reference to the other sacrifices — Agneya 
‘‘and the rest? Because an Injunction that fails to enjoin anything 
“expressed by a word, by its part, or by a sentence, can never be of any 
“ use in matters relating to Bharma, (and hence as in the case oi Reference, 
“the sentence in question would not contain any of these injunctions, it 
“ could not be of any use in regard to Bharma), 

Answer : Just as the sentences laying down the various sacrifices 
{Agneya and the rest) form parts of the Joint Direction (‘ Bargapurna- 
m^sShhyam svargahamo yajBta *), so also do the two sentences in question 
(‘ Ya evam, etc,^) ; because it is these latter alone that render the Dual 
number (in ^ Bargapurntlmasahhyam^) compatible with the whole thing. 
That is to say, firstly, it is only when the two sentences in question have 
spoken of the Primary sacrifices as tivo composite wholes, that the Dual 
number in ‘ BargapurnamasUhTiyUm ’ becomes possible ; and herein lies 
a distinct use of the two sentences ; and there is no such rule as that 
it is only an Injunctive Sentence that can be of use; specially 
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as we find many noii-iDjuiicfcive sentences (sucb. as the ArthavMa) 
serving useful purposes, in association with Injunctions ; — secondly^ the 
mention of the various sacrifices — AgnBya and the rest — extending over 
many sentences, they can never he spoken of as ‘ two/ except by the 
two sentences in question ya evam^ etc.’). And it is with a view 
to this fact that the Bhdshya has mentioned, as the Siddhanta^ the fact of 
there being a Relation of subserviency among the sacrifices, which 
necessarily follows from what we have explained above. Otherwise, it 
would have been impossible to bring forward the theory of the two 
sentences in question merely referring to the previous sacrifices, until 
the chance of uselessness urged in the second sutra (in favour of the 
I’epetition of the same verb denoting distinct Actions, to which the case 
of the sentences considered in the present Adhiharana is meant to be 
an exception) has been removed by showing the distinctly useful character 
of the reference (by the two sentences in question to the previous 
sacrifices). 

Thus then, it must be admitted that there is a distinctly useful purpose 
served by taking the whole sentence as merely referring to the previous 
sacrifices ; and there is no incongruity in this theory. 

Questmi : How is it possible to speak of many distinct sacrifices 

“ as one or two composite wholes ? ” 

Answer : It is quite possible ; just as many trees located in one 
place are spoken as' a single composite ‘forest/ so though the sacrifices are 
many and distinct, yet inasmuch as they are all performed at the 
same time, they can very well be spoken of as a composite whole. That 
is to say, when we see many trees in a place, we have an idea of a 
composite whole, and we come to think of them all as ‘ a forest ’ ; 
in the same manner, when we find many sacrifices performed on a single 
day, it is only natural that we should come to think of them as a single 
composite whole; and it is only on account of the singleness of this 
composite whole that we have the singular number in ‘ fuurnamastm * 

Though, as a matter of fact, the words ‘ Pa^irnamM* and ‘ Amdvasyd' 
really denote the component sacrifices, yet they take the singular ending, 
on account of the singleness of the composite whole indicated by these 
sacrifices ; and these words are nob the names of the composite wholes 
themselves. Because it is only on account of the co-extensiveness (of the 
‘sacrifice* as signified by ^yajeta* with the name ‘ Darpa * and ‘ Pzirwa- 
mdsay mentioned in ‘ Dargapurnamdsdhliydm * ), that we take these words 
to be the names of sacrifices] and certainly the character of sacrifice 
belongs to the individual sacrifices ‘ Agneya ’ and the rest, and not to the 
composite whole made up by these. That is to say, in the sentence 
^ paurnamlXsim yafati^ (or in ^ dargapurnamdsdhhyotm yajeta * ), inasmuch 
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as the Mcn/ice denoted by the root ^yaji^ is found to be oo-extensive 
with the name * paurmmUsl,'^ we ccuicliide that* FatirnamasV is the name of 
^ sacrifice ; and the character of sacrifice does not belong to any composite 
whole made up by the Agniya, etc., but to the individual Agneya^ etc., them- 
selves; and hence just as the root * yaji^ (sacrifice) is applicable to each 
one of these saorifi.ces, so also is the name in question. IJTor is it possible 
for the whole composite to appear at one and the same time, because at 
tiie time that the AgnBya^ etc., are performed, they are performed inde- 
pendently of one another ; and hence at that time there does not appear 
any idea of their forming a composite whole. And hence even in 
consideration of the time of actual performance, we can say that the name 
belongs to each individual sacrifice. 

And further, if the two words were the names of the composite 
wholes, independently of the component sacrifices, then the Directive 
sentence — ^ Dargapurnamasahhydm svargahamo yajeta^— would also lay 
down the composite wholes towards the fulfilment of the particular 
result; and in that case, the component sacrifices not being the means of 
bringing about that result, there would be a single Apnrva proceeding 
from the composite whole itself ; and thus there being no individual 
ApUrva with each individual sacrifice, there would be absolutely no use 
of performing (or laying down) so many distinct sacrifices. And further, 
the actions laid down in connection with the various sacrifices, all tending 
towards a single ApUrva^ there would be no restriction as to which action 
should be performed in the course of which particular sacrifice ; nor 
would each of the sacrifices be connected with any specific method of 
performance ; and consequently, there would be no use for the consideration 
(in subsequent of the questions as to the repetition of the 

Actions performed in course of the AgnBya in another sacrifice; and 
further the ^ Saury a, ^ for instance, being a form of the ^ Agneya,' there 
would not be any of performance applicable to it; as there being 
no such method applicable to the AgnBya onlj, the only method that would 
be available would be that of all the three Primaries {Agnhja and 
the rest); and as the ^ Saury is not a form of these three, any such 
method could not be applicable to it ; nor again could we have such 
declarations as— * The Paurnamasi has only cake, V ‘ the AwSrusyu is 
without the sannayya,^ and so forth; because the number of cakes would 
be the total of all that are employed in all the sacrifices that go to 
form the composite whole, and that number could not be applied to the 
lesser numbers — ‘one,’ etc., — because the number would be exactly like 
the number ‘ thousand,’ which is nob applicable to any part of itself. 

We meet with such declarations as—* because of the composite whole 
not being enjoined,’ and ‘because the composite whole is an accessory,’ 
82 
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and SO forfcli we mast conclude fchat such words as those in question 
signify the component parts (and not the whole); as otherwise, being 
denoted by the word, it would be the composite whole that would be 
enjoined ; and as sucb, being directly connected with the result, that would 
be the Predominant Action (and as such both the above declarations 
would be false). 

For these I’easons, it must be concluded that the words -Faurnam^si * 
and ^ Amav^sy a \ denote the individual sacrifices as qualified by the 
two composite wholes. And, though, these sacrifices being many, the 
name would have to take a Plural ending,— yet the singular number 
is due to the indication (of the single composite whole by the individual 
sacrifices) ; and it is with a view to this that the Bhaskya has declared — 
mmudayagabdatayavahalyayishyate (It ivotM he tahen as indicating the 
composite ivhole). So again, the Bhdshya declares — hhavati hi hahun^mB- 
havacanUntafy samudaytlpekshah {the singular ending in the case of many 
things is possible, as referring to the composite whole) ; where the Bhdshya 
also has spoken of only an ^ apehshct ^^ixxdxveot influence— of the compo- 
site lohole, and it does not speak of this latter as being actually signified 
by the word. The words ‘ crowd,’ * forest’ and the like can be taken as 
similar instauces, only when these also are taken as signifying the compo- 
nent individuals as qualified by the composite whole ; if, however, they 
signify the composite whole, then they can serve as instances only so far 
as the singular ending based upon the singleness of the composite whole 
is concerned. 

From the above it also follows that the words ‘ Darf a ’ and 
‘ Furnamdsa ’ are synonymous with ‘ Amdvdsyd ’ and ‘ Purnamdsl ’ re- 
spectively (because only under the above conditions could we have the 
dudd ending in ^ dao'gapurnamdsdbhy dm 

Thus then we find that the reference to the composite whole (formed 
by the sacrifices), by the two sentences in question, has its use in making 
possible the two singular endings (in ipattrmmasim ^ and ‘ amdvUsijdm^), 
as based upon the fact of these two names indicating two composite 
wholes; and this will be explained later on, under swiJra lY -lY— 34. 
And the words ‘Darpa’ and ‘ Pwrwawusa ’ also following the duality of the 
composite wholes, come to refer to the same (^.e., to the AmavdsyAmid the 
F aurnamdsl) specially as there is much similarity between the words 
‘ pawmamdsz ’ and ‘ purnamdsz ’ ; and on account of the word ‘ darga ’ 
appearing along with ^ purnamdsaf (while ‘ Am S’ appears with 
^ Faurnamasi^), the word ‘Sarpa V also comes to be synonymous with 
‘ amdvdsyd \ Or it may be by the figurative method of ^ contrary expres- 
sion’ that it would he easier to get at the comprehension of the Amdvdsyd 
by means of the word * Barga ’—just as the blind is spoken of derisively 
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as ‘ one having eyes ’ ; beoanse it will be declaimed later on that because 
the moon is on the Amamsya^ therefore, the AmmUsy^ is (derisive- 

ly or fignratively) spoken of as ^ darga\^' So also at the close of the 
^ Anvar amhliamyG. ’ sentence, it will be shown that the words ^ darga^ 
and * amdrasy a ’ are synonymous. 

Thus tlien, the Result being found to follow from only those sacrifices 
that go to form the composite wholes^ all the sacrifices other than these 
must be taken as subsidiary to them (the former ones, the Agneyci and the 
rest, being taken as the Primary )Sacrifices ; and as such they are not all of 
‘equal importance 


Question: “ When all this has been fully dealt with in the present 
Adhikaram^ ihQve is no use for introducmg the same discussion in the 
“ Fourth 

: There is nothing very wrong in this : Because it is only 
when the conclusion in the present Adkikarana h.^^ been arrived at, that the 
possiblity of the root ‘yuyi’ pointing to all the sacrifices mentioned in the 
context gives rise to the corresponding Adhikarana in Adhyaya lY, 
and the SiddMnta too of that Adhikarana would be arrived at only by 
the help of the present Adhikarana; otherwise the JPilrvapaksha 
would have to be admitted as the Siddhanta ; hence the Adhikarana intro- 
duced in the fourth Adhyaya is only by way of a deduction from the 
present one. 

There is yet another useful purpose served by the Reference 
{AnmMa) in question. It is by means of that alone that we get at the 
direction — ‘The Amdvdsyd is to be performed ou tlie day and 

the Paurnamasa on the day,’ which lays down the time for the 

performance of the two sacrifices in question. 

Against this, the following objection might be urged : “ Even this 

“direction is absolutely useless, because the time for the performance is 
“ duly pointed out by the sentence which originally enjoined the sacrifice — 
the sentence ^ yaddynByo ^ sktdkdptllo ammdsyUydm paurnaundsydnod- 
cyuto bhavatz.'^ 

To this we make the following reply : In the sentence that we have 
found, we find fche ifme forming part of the means (of accomplishing the' 
Result); whereas in the original Injunotive Sentence, we find it, very 
differently from this, connected with various sacrifices independent of one 
another. 

That is to say, in the original Injunctive vSentence, we find the Time 
mentioned in such a way that it is oonheoted with the Primary sacrifices 
— AgnBya^ etc., — independent of one another, and wholly devoid of their 
subsidiaries. In the sentenca that we have brought k>rward, on the 
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otLer hand, tlie Time is mentioned, by word.s wiib the Instrumental 
termination ; and hence it forms pai^ of the (of the accomplish- 

ment of the particular result) ; and the instrumentality of these has 
been cognised as belonging to the Primary Sacrifices together with 
their subsidiaries, as connected with one another, in accordance with 
the Directive Sentence Ddrgapurnamas^hliyam ivargaMmo yajeta'*) y 
and hence any farther mention of the Instrumentality of these would, not 
be necessary ; specially as they are laid down only with reference to the 
particular Time. And inasmuch as what is meant to be so connected 
with Time is the Trio of Primaries, together with the subsidiaries, and 
connected with one another, one of these trios being connected with the 
Paw?*^a jnSsf, and another with the AmavGsyd^ day. And the relationship 
of the sacrifices is such that the moment that one of the trio having been 
begun is being completed, — at that very moment, the other twm are also 
taken up ; and thus each trio comes to be performed as forming a single 
action. If they -were to be performed in accordance with the time laid 
down in the original injunctive sentence, then each of the three would 
come to be performed by itself, separately from the subsidiaries. And 
thus there is a distinct diference between the two ways of taking tlie 
sentences. 

Objection: “In that case, as the result would be brought about by 
“ the two trios with all their subsidiaries, there would as great a necessity 
“ for the two Trios being performed together, as there is of the performance 
“of the subsidiaries along with the trio of Primaries; and hence just as 
“the subsidiaries of one trio are recognised as to be performed at the 
“ time of its performance, so also would the one trio — ^the PurnamUst-^ 
“have to be performed together with the Amavasya (on the AmmUsyU 
“ day), and vice versa; and hence both of these would come to be performed 
“on both daj^s. Nor would such performance be contrary to the restric- 
“ tion of time in the original injunctive sentence, because tlie 

would be performed on the Paiirnamasi day (and also on the 
Amd^vasy a). For if one performs the AmUvUsyU on the FaurmmUsi 
“ it does not follow that it can never be performed on the Amavasya day ; 
“ so also with the PatirnamUsa, Nor does the original Injunctive sentence 
“prohibit the performance of the sacrifices on days other than those 
“mentioned therein; because all that the sentence does is to lay down 
“ the performance of the sacrifice on that particular day.” 

To the above we make the following x’eply: That sacrifice of which 
the specific time is not known, and of which the specific form does not 
disappear (in the absence of such knowledge of its time),--*-if the time of 
such a sacrifice is said to depend upon something else, there is nothing 
wrong in this. 
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That is to say, the AmmdsyU sacrifice, having its time daly mentioned 
in the original Injunction, does not look out for another time, in the shape 
of the Paurnamds% day, which it would get at, by means of its association 
with the Paurnamdsi sacrifice ; and similarly the Paurnamdst sacrifice 
would not look for the Amdvdsyd day ; and under the circumstances, 
if these two trios (the Paurnamdsa and the Amdodsyd) were performed at 
any other times, such performance would not he in keeping Avith the correct 
forms of these sacrifices as laid down in the original Injunctions ; and as such 
they would altogether cease to be the * Darga ^ and the ‘ Paumamdsa ’ (as not 
performed on these days). As for the subsidiaries, however, any parti- 
cular time for the performance of these is not mentioned ; and as such they 
look forward to the mention of such a time; and consequently, there 
being no chance of an incompatibility with the time mentioned in the 
original Injunction, there is no impediment in the way of their being 
connected with the time tliat is indicated by their peculiar associations. 

Ou this point we have the following objection: ‘‘The subsidiaries 
“ always being performed at the time that their respective primaries are 
“performed, we would have a clear idea of their time, even without such 
“a sentence (as that ^ amdvdsydydm, amdvasydyayd^ etc.), and hence this 
“ sentence cannot be admitted to liave anything to do with the pointing 
“out of the time of the subsidiaries.” 

To this objection we make the following reply : That the time for the 
subsidiaries is the same as that of the Primaries is not declared by any 
mantras ; on the other hand, it is this verjj sentence (that you have objected 
to) that forms the basis of that assertion. 

Objection: “Those (subsidiaries) that are far removed (in point 
“of time) cannot in any way help the Primary.” 

Beply : Whence have you got such a law that it is only when a 
certain thing is in close proximity with another, that it can afford any 
help ? For it is only in accordance with the declarations in the scrip- 
tures that we ascertain whether or not one Action will help another. 
Hence until we have met with a declaration to the effect that it is only 
proximate objects that can render any help, there can be no authority for 
asserting that that which is remote cannot help. 

Objection: “The performance of the Primary together with the 
“subsidiaries is pointed by a sentence other than what you bring forward. 
“For instance, we have the sentence— papnnd somena yajUa sa 
amdvdsyayd paurnamdsyd yajBta,^— where the word ‘Ishti’ has the 
“Instrumental ending; and being laid down with reference to the time 
“ of the performance of itself together with all its Component Sacrifices 
“and subsidiaries, the required mention of the time is got at by that 
“means.” 
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Eeply : Trn^, it is got ; but the desired performance is not accom- 
plished. Because the word ^ isliti ’ refers eitlier to the whole collection of 
sacrifices (Primaries and Subsidiaries) or to each of them singly ; and it 
never refers to any ‘ trio of sacrifices’; consequently, a performance 
based upon that word would be altogether difierent. That is to say, it is 
ascertained that the word ‘isW’ does not refer to any ‘ino and thus 
the word applying to each sacrifice {m ‘ ishti\ is etymologioally equivalent 
to ‘sacrifice,’ )? would follow, from the sentence you have 

brought forward, that each one of the sacrifices, singly, would be per- 
formed on one Amavasyd or on one Purnamasi day. (That is to say, one 
sacrifice would be performed on one and another on another 

Amdvdsyd) ; and as such a proper performance of the sacrifices will not be 
accomplished. It might be urged that— “the word ^ ishti * might he 
applied, by a particular convention, to all the sacrifices JgnBya and the 
rest, and the word would thus be as applicable to each ‘trio’ 
ns it is to the /Sou? a.” But thus too, inasmuch as the Directive sentence 
-■--*dargapurnamdsdhhydni svargakamo yajeta* — is one only, both the 
composite sacrifices the ‘ Darpa’ as well as the ^ Paurnamdsa^ would be 
performed either on the or on the day; and in this 

there would be a contradiction of the restriction of time laid down in the 
original Injunction. It might bo urged that, “in deference to the original 
Injunction (and also to the signification of tlie sentence we have brought 
forward), we can accept the two points of time as two alternatives.” But 
then also, just as in accordance with the original Injunction, each Piimary 
Sacrifice would be performed alone by itself upon a distinct JmacSsya 
day, — so also, inasmuch as the Subsidiaries are not differentiated as 
to some of them belonging to the ^ Amdvdsya^ while others belong to the 
Paurnamdsciy the performance of all of these Subsidiaries would-be done in 
any one place only. And hence, the sentence that you have brought 
forward cannot serve the same purpose that is served by the sentences 
‘ Amdmsydm. amavdsyaya^ etc.'' ; and as such it can be of no use with regard 
to the Primary Sacrifices ; hence all that it could do would be to connect 
the particular time with the other modifications of the Primary Sacrifices. 

Objection : “ The performance of all the sacrifices, together, as one 
“action, could very well be brought about by the sentence— ‘ same darga- 
purnamdsdhhydm yajeta' \ because inasmuch as no significance could be 
“ attached to the place (denoted by the word ‘ same ' =:on level ground), all 
“ that the sentence does is to show that all the sacrifices (the Primary 
“ along with its subsidiaries) have to be performed together. (Because 
“ the sentence speaks of ‘ dargapurnamma^ as the means\ and they could be 
“ mentioned as the means only when accompanied by all their Subsidiaries, 
“ as urged above by the Siddhdnii himself).” 


RELATION OF SUBSERVIENCY BETWEEN ACBAlUS AND AGNEYA, ETC. 655 

Reply : Ail that; the sentence quoted does is to point out that the fact 
of the ground being level (sama) applies equally to all the Sacrifices ; and 
hence the sense of the sentence would only be that in all the sacrifices one 
should have a single platform, and not many platforms. That is to 
say, even when the sacrifices are performed separately, as they are 
not performed in different places, the mention of 2^ place applies commonly 
to all of them. It might be argued that, “ the common application that the 
sentence would imply being that on account of the peculiar relationship 
between the and the PUrnamasa, one of them becomes connected 

with the level platform at the same time that the other does.” But in 
that case, inasmuch as all the six; primary sacrifices are mentioned 
simultaneously, it would be necessary to perform them simultaneously 
also; and this would be incompatible with the restriction of time laid 
down in the original Injunction. If, lio wever, they were to be performed 
ill accordance with the original Injunction, then it would be necessary 
to bring about an association of all these sacrifices, — each of which would 
be connected with the prescribed time, — witli reference to the ‘ level 
platform’; and as such the whole performance would end with the per- 
formance of the six Primary Sacrifices only; and as for the Subsidiaries, 
they would have to be performed, as not restricted by the time specified 
for the Primaries (because the original Injunction does not prescribe the 
time for the Subsidiaries) ; and as such they would come to be performed 
between the performances of two Primaries between the two 
Amnvasyas on which the two Primaries would be performed). And further, 
as it is only right for the Subsidiary to be repeated with each Primary, 
each Primary with its Subsidiary would be completed by itself (and there 
would be no composite sacrifice). 

It might be argued that, “ we should connect all the sacrifices with the 
level platform simultaneously, only leaving off that margin of time which 
would be conti'ary to the prescription of the time in the original Injunc- 
tion.” But in that case, both the ‘trios’ being performed on one 
Amavdsyd^ or on one Patirnamdsl day, the Subsidiaries would be performed 
in proximity to any one of them only. Or again, it would also be possible 
for the Subsidiaries to be performed on any day during the fortnight (be- 
tween the Amdvdsyd and the Purnamdsl) . Because in a way the whole of 
this fortnight would be the time for the performance of the Primary ; 
because all that can be meant by the Injunction that the Subsidiaries 
should be performed at the same time as the Primary is that they should 
not overstep the time-limit of the Primary, and not that they should be 
performed close upon it ; because this latter would not he possible. And 
thus then, even the sentence that you bring forward would not accom- 
plish the desired performance. 
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The above arguments also apply to the case of the sentence ‘ darpa- 
purmmSsahhyam svargakdmo yajeta^ (t.e,, even this sentence cannot 
serve the purpose of pointing out the time) ; because like the 
(mentioned by ^samB' in the sentence brought forward by the opponent), 
the BesuU also cannot form the object of a sentence; and hence what this 
sentence would lead to would be the performance of all the Primary 
Sacrifices— connected with one another and accompanied by all their 
Subsidiaries — at one and the same time, and thus, too, the desired method 
of their performance would not be achieved ; and a single result would be 
brought about by Sacrifices performed at different times. 

It might be argued that — “the sentence may be taken as directly 
laying down that at the time of the actual appearance of the result, we 
“ should perform, simultaneously, all the Primary Sacrifices, together with^ 
“all their Subsidiaries, which would show how, and hy means of what, the 
“appearing Res alt could he brought about; and as such there would be 
*‘no difference of time in the performance of the sacrifices.’^ 

But in that case, too, we would have an anomaly in the shape of the 
simultaneous performance of two composite sacrifices. Or, on the other 
hand, in consideration of the original Injunction, each of the sacrifices would 
come, as shown above, to be performed on distinct Ama'odsya days. Kor 
is the time of the actual appearance of the result perceptible to us; 
as that time also is specified only by the time of the actual procedure of 
the sacrifice. Thus then, in consideration of the time prescribed in the 
original Injunction, we would conclude that the time of the appearance 
of the Result would be that time which is taken up by the actual per- 
fprmance of the Primary and its Subsidiaines ; and tliat the said 
simultaneity would be only so far as that time is concerned ; and thence 
the completion of all the Primaries with their Subsidiaries would rest 
either in the six Primaries — the three and the three 

Amavlisyas, or in the two composites {Darga m.di Paumamdsa) only. 
And then the Subsidiaries would come to be performed, either along with 
any one of the t\to Composite Sacrifices, or on any day during the fort* 
night, as shown above, 

Por these reasons we conclude that even this sentence— ‘ Dargajpurna- 
mdsahhyam svargakUmo yajeta^ — cannot bring about the performance of each 
‘Wo,* together with its Subsidiaries, at the proper time; and this must be 
got at by means of other sentences,— such as the on© we have pointed out 
above, viz : “ amavdsijdtyam amdvasyayU, etc.,” which thus comes to serve the 
distinctly useful purpose of pointing out the time for the performance of 
each of the two ‘ trios, ^ etc., etc. 

Objection : “ In that case, the mention of time in the original Injunc- 
tion would be superfluous,” 
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Meply : Why should it be superfluous ? Just; look for a moment upon 
what follows : If the original Injunction did not mention the connection 
of the sacrifices with a particular time, then there would be no ground for 
taking the sentences ‘ ya erSlm etc.* as references to the two composite 
sacrifices ; that is to say, the words ‘ JPaurnamasya * and ‘ Amavasyn ’ in the 
sentences evam etc,* — are held to refer to sacrifices connected with the 

times expressed by these words. And unless we had a mention of the 
time in the original Injunction, we could never know which sacrifices are 
referred to by these words. And this being unknown, as the sacrifices 
denoted by ^yajat^f in the sentences evam etc/, would not be specified 
by the words ^ Bar ga * and ‘ PurnamSlsa * as comprehended in their true signi- 
fication, the sentences ‘ ya evam etc.* would have taken in all the sacrifices 
mentioned in the context ; and as such all these equally would be Primaries. 
Consequently, it becomes necessary that the sacrifices should have been 
previously connected with particular points of time. It is on account of this 
being absolutely necessary that even though the sentence * ^jyasya mavau 
upnngU paurnamasynm etc/ forms part of a ^ Pt^rUhalpa Arthavnda' (and as 
such is not a pure injunction), yet it has been quoted by the BMsJiy a b>8 the 
original Injunction of the Up5ngi(> sacrifice, (which is the one next to the 
■^gneya), simply because the sentence contains the word ^ paurnainasydm, 
and as such connects the Vpdngu sacrifice with a particular point of time 
(which is not done by the sentence which is the real original Injunction 
of the JJpangu ) . 

SUtra (4) : Also because we find a peculiarity (in the 
shape of the appearance of the subsidiary Prayaja in the modifica- 
tions of the Primaries) ; (we cannothold all to be equally Primaries); 
because they (the Prayajas) could not appear in them (the 
modifications) if all were equal* 

If the sacrifices mentioned by the sentences ‘ ya evam etc/ were dis- 
tinct from all others, then the Aghara and the other Subsidiaries would all 
equally be Primaries ; and hence, in accordance with the siitra VIII. i, 20, 
the subsidiary Prayajas etc., also, like ilie AgnBy a and the other Primaries, 
would enter into the iustrutmental factor (in the bringing about of the 
principal result) ; and as such they would no longer be able to supply the 
want of the method in the Bhdvan^ (bringing about) of the modifications of 
the Primaiy, which has its Instrument or Means already laid down ; and as 
such these modifications would no longer take into themselves these Pmyd- 
jas etc. ; they are actually found to be taken up by these modifications ; as 
otherwise we could not have a text enjoining ‘ Krshnala ’ as the material to 
be used at the Praydja^ when performed in conueoUon with the modifications. 
83 


658 tAntea-vabtika, abh. n--~PADA h-— abhi (3). 

Oonsequently in order to establish the fact of the FrdySja etc. beiBg 
STibsidiarj to the Agmya and the rest, we mnst take the two sentences in, 
question as referring io the previously mentioned Sacrifices. 

Sutra (5) : Objection : The sentences {fyadagneym 
^^etcJ) lay down accessories^ because of the direct men-^ 
^Hion (of the root‘yaji’ in the other sentences) ” 

If we accept distinct sacrifices to be laid down by the sentences 
“ *ya evam etc then we have the following advantages : (1) The eingular 
number in the word ‘ paurnamdszTn ^ becomes quite explicable with refer“ 
ence to the noun itself, without having recourse to any indirect indication, 
“by the word, of the composite of sacrifices. (2) If we accept these 
“ sentences as Injunctions, we have a further advantage, w : tbe root ‘ yaji * 
“is found to be directly mentioned, and it is not necessary to infer it 
“from the mention of the Deity (as you have got to do in the case of 
“holding the Injunction to lie in the seraiBncB^yaddyneya etc/). (3) In 
“ your case the sacrifices enjoined by these inferred ‘ ydjis ^ being naore than 
“ one, their Apiirvas would also be more than one ; and thus in compari- 
“son with the process of taking the sentences as referring to the before- 
“ mentioned sacrifices, that of taking theni as independent Injunctions is far 
“ more advantageous. As for the appearing of the Pray aj as in the modifi- 
“ cations (urged in the preceding it cap be explained, either by 

“qualifying the injunction of Kfshnala in the performance of the 
^^Praydjas in the modifications, by adding the condition * in such cases 
“ where there are sentences that must be taken as anuvUda\ — or by taking it 
“ as laying down a material for the Fraydja occurring in the Primary it- 
“self/^ 

“ It is with reference to all this that the opponent says (in the BJim'hya)z 
“ These two alone are the Injunctions of Sacrifices ; all other are mere 
“ injunctions of the accessories.’* 

The opponent next proceeds to meet the objection that these two 
Sacrifices have no details, Materials or Deities, mentioned : “ The words 
“ ^ Amdvasya ’ and ‘ Paurnamdst^* occurring in the sentences * yaddgney- 
“ o'shtdhapdlo etc.’, refer to the sacrifices enjoined by the sentences ‘ ya evam 
“ etc.’ ; and as those sentences-r-* yaddgneya etc.’ — distinctly lay down the 
“ Deities, etc., we have the Deities of our two sacrifices mentioned 
“ directly by the Vedio sentences themselves.” 

SUtra (6) ; Meplyt But they are Injtmctions ; as 
othericise many accessories would be declared simul- 
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iameomsly ; 'bmmtim if they appeared after the saerifiees 
had heefh enfMn^ their such appearauee could he 

^nlp for the sake of the accessories ; and as such we 
would have to admit of an injunctive word with each 
accessory^ 

The sentences * ^adUgne'ga efcc/ cannot be taken as laying down tbe 
aCoessoi^ies of the sacrifices enjoined by the sentences * yd evam etc,’ Be- 
cause it is a welbfecognised rule that when the Action is one that has been 
already enjoined (by a previous sentence), we cannot lay doWn more 
than one accessory with regard to it ; as it is only when the Action has not 
been otherwise enjoined that even a number of accessories could be laid 
down by a single effort (of that Injunction). 

That is to say, in all original Injunctions of Actions, the Injunctive 
Affix proceeds to enjoin only the because it is only this factor 

that is not got at by other means. And so long as this Bhat)and is not fully 
equipped with all its factorSj by means of the Denotation of the Root, and 
the other factors in the sentence (denoting the various auxiliaries of the 
Sacrifice), it cannot be brought to action ; and hence until all this has been 
fully laid down, the Injunction is not complete. And when it so happens 
that by the apparent inconsistency of the generic character of the auxili- 
aries that are recognised as constituting the factors of the Bhavana, — this 
inconsistency leads us to look for a specification of the said auxiliaries, — 
then it is that the Bhdvana comes to be specified by those specifications 
which are implied by the Instrumental case-endings found in the same 
sentence, and which also are on the look-out for the BhavanU (as the 
object to be specified). And in the case of each word, the Qlass^ Gender 
and Number^ that belong to an object,— ^all these come to be recognised, by 
means of the direct signification of the particular case-ending, as auxili- 
aries to the ; because all these (OZus^, etCi)> on account of being 

expressed by the same wordj have among themselves the relation of the 
qualification and the qualified, and are not recognised as belonging to, or 
depending upon, one another (and as such must be concluded to form part 
of something else ; and that is the BhdvanU), And thus it is that all words^ 
near the Bkamna, or removed from it, fall in with the Bhdmnd, notwith- 
standing their remoteness or proximity, — in the way that we have 
explained under the Adhikarana on Anushanga in the foregoing PMa of 
this Adhydya, And it is only then thatj having got hold of a Bhdvana fully 
endowed with all its qualifications^ the Injunction becomes complete. 

And as in all such cases the Injunction lays down the qualified Bhdvana 
by a single effort, it does not entail any such anomaly as the assumption of 
various potencies in the Injunction. Because it is only when the direct 
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functionings of words are Biultiplied that it becomes very complicated ; atid 
when the words end in expressing a single fact, then there; is nothing in-» 
compatible in the indirect implication oi many things- That is to say, the 
direct Injanction having been once utilised in the laying down of the 
qualified BJiUmnB ^ — if it were taken again to directly function towards the 
laying down of something else, then it would be neoessax’y to repeat tlie 
Injunctive word over again ; and this being incompatible with the Veda, 
would not be warrantable ; when, however, the Injunctive word has 
ceased its functioning with once having laid down the then, on 

account of the apparent inconsistency of its own signification, it would 
give birth to (^.e., indirectly imply) other Injunctive words expressive of 
such qualifications (as would be necessary for removing the said inconsis- 
tency) ; and in this the original Injunctive word would not have to give up 
its one form as appearing in the Vedio text ; although it would serve all 
the purposes that would he served by various repetitions of itself. 

And though in this manner the Injunction of the qualification would 
appear after the original Injunction of the Bhdvancl itself, yet, in accordance 
with the law laid down under the Adhiharana on ‘ AkttV (in the first 
Pdda of the first AdhydycC)^ the qualifications themselves will have 
appeared before that. That is to say, though, as a matter of fact, the 
Appareut Inconsistency due to the fact of the BMmnU being qualified, 
appearing subsequently, leads to an idea of the Injunction of the qualifica- 
tion, long after that of the original Injunction (of the Bkdmna), — yet, in 
accordance with the rule arrived at in the Adhiharma on ‘ Ikrti,'^ as it is 
impossible for the BMvan^ to be qualified,, in the absence of the qualifica- 
tions themselves, it must be admitted that these must have been full- 
fiedged entities from before ; as it is through these alone that any idea of 
the Bhdcand being qualified could be brought about. 

All these Injunctions (of qualifications), pointed out by the apparent 
inconsistency of a perceptible fact, operate either simultaneously or one 
after the other. And thus we find that if we admit a sentence to be the 
Injunction of a fresh Bhdvana^ then it becomes an easy matter to get 
at the Injunctions of its accessories, by the help of the original Injunction 
of qualified Bhdvand, which is capable of giving birth to various Injunc- 
tions. 

On the other band, however (if the sentence be taken as only referring 
to a Bhdvand previously enjoined by another sentence), this is not possible. 
Because, as a rule, it is only when the Primary is carried to a place, that it 
draws with itself all its accessories ; while if it is one of the accessories that 
is carried, it does not carry with itself another Accessory, because these two 
are not so intimately connected. That is to say, when the Bhdvand is such 
as has been got at fi'om another sentence, then the Injunctive word in the 
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seiiteiice in question cannot enjoin that BMvanSl over. a.gain-^as a 
repeated injnnotiou of tlxe BMvanS> would be as useless as the powdering 
of that which has already been powdered ; and then, not performing its in- 
junctive function, it does not become the means of giving birth to various 
Inj unctions with regard to things connected with that BhavanU ; as it is 
only when the Injunctive word enjoins the qualified Bhavana that it makes 
possible the assumption of such Injunctions ; and this is not possible in the 
case in question ^ hence the Injunctive Affix is found to be such as has 
its direct expressive potency quite inoperative (towards the injunction of 
the BhStvanit) ; and hence, in accordance with the rule laid down under 
the sutra * anarthahyat tadangeshu,^ that Injunctive Affix comes, down 
from the Bhavana and directs itself towards the auxiliaries con- 
nected with it. And then those qualifications of Class, Gender and 
Number, which qualify the auxiliary expressed by a single word, serve to 
point out that auxiliary, — exactly in tbe way that we have explained in 
the case of the Injunction of a qualified BhUvanSi : and as such these qualifica- 
tions are all enjoined ; and hence, in the case of a single word, even though 
the Bhavana has been enjoined by another sentence, it is possible to have 
the Injunction of many things (in connection with it). When, however, 
there is a combination of many auxiliaries mentioned by many words (as 
in the case of the sentences ‘ agneyoshtahapalah etc.^), — then, in that case, 
there being no sort of relationship among these auxiliaries themselves, 
the words expressing them also remain unconnected (with one onother) 
and hence when the Injunction betakes itself to one of them, it has 
nothing to do with any other ; and when it would betake to this latter, 
it could not have anything to do wifch another, and so on ; because of ail of 
them being wholly unconnected with one another. For these reasons it is 
not possible, in this case, to have the one implied by the other, as we had 
in the case of the Injunction applying to the Bhavana, 

Thus then in this case, the original Injunction not giving birth to other 
Injunctions, the former, being one only, would be wholly taken up in the 
laying down of one auxiliary ; and then the declaration that it laj^s down 
another also, would not be possible, unless we meant to repeat the original 
Injunction; this would entail the anomaly of all these repeated 
Injunctions being of human origin (and as such having no authority). 
This is what is meant by the second half of the sutra, which means that if 
the sentence were taken as laying down an action that has been already 
previously enjoined, as such laying down could only be for the purpose of 
mentioning the accessory, the Injunctive word would have to be 
repeated for the sake ot the Injunction of each one of the accessories. 

The Bhashya says : — ‘ parasparasamhandhe oasati etc.’ (when there is no 
mutual connection etc.) ; and this is meant to show that when there is no 
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saoli connections tiier© is no apparent inconsistency tllat could serve Us thd 
ground for iiaving an injunction of the (Qualified BhSvanii* 

Even in everyday life, we find that When the chief nlaai— ^the king, for 
instance, is carried to a place, he always carries with himself all his invari- 
able attendants ; -whereas when one of these attendants goes to a place, no 
other attendant moves a single step; for the carrying of each 
attendant, it becomes necessary to make a fresh effort ; and it is absolutelj^ 
impossible to move all the attendants by a single effort J hence it is im- 
possible for many accessories to be taken up by a single Injunction. 

It is this fact that the SMshya proceeds to explain in detail t The 
sentence ‘ dgnByoshtaJcapalah etc.' cannot be taken as laying down the 
ashtafca^dla with reference to the Paurt^amasi sacrifice (held to be enjoined 
by the sentence ‘ ya Bvam etc.’) ; because the mention of the form of the 
Asht^kajpala has still got to he made ; and as such mention could be got at 
with very great difficulty, how could the sentence serve the purpose 
of laying down any other object ? This is what is meant by the assertion 
(in the BhUshya) that ‘ there being no relationship of the word hhavati^ there 
is no connection (of the sacrifice) With dgnBya ^ [that is to say, in the 
sentence ^ ashfdhapdlo hhdvati ’ the word ‘ ' denotes the eoiistence of 

the astdkapiilaf and as such the Paurndmasi is connected^ by means of this 
sentence, with the astdkapdla^ and not with the AgnBya^ because this latter 
is in no Way connected with the * hhavaii *]* If, however, the sentence he 
taken as laying down the Agniya with reference to the Paurndmdst sacri-^ 
fioe, then too, we have the same difficulty of having a mention of the actual 
form of the AgMya ; and as this difficulty in both oases is exactly similar, 
the Bhdshya has not noticed it irt Connection with this second alternative, 
and has only pointed out the fact of the sacrifice, in this case, not having 
connection with the ashtakapdla, jBven when we take the sentence as 
meaning that ‘ the Agneya qualified by the Paur^amdsi sacrifice is 
ashtSkapdla , ' or that ‘the ashtakapdla qualified by that sacrifice is AgnByaf — 
in any case we are faced by the following difficulties : (1) the mention 
of the origin of that AgnBya or Ashfdhapdla which is described ; (2) the 
difficulty of connecting them with the Paurnamdsl sacrifice; (3) the 
mention of the origin of that (AgnBya ov Ashtakapdla) which is enjoined 
(with reference to another) ; and (4) the difficulty of connecting the XgnByd 
and the Ashfdkapdla with each other ; and thus the whole thing would be- 
come too complicated. If the word ^ paurnamdsl ' be taken with both of 
them at one and the same time, then, in the first place, it would be necessary 
for us to have origins for both ; and secondly, we would have to assume a 
mutual relationship among them. N’or can the two be said to qualify 
(or restrict) each other — as is done by the various qualifications mentioned 
in the sentence ^arunayd pihgdkshyd ekahdy any d gavd soman hrindtV ; 
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because tlaat would entail the anomalj of having a qualified Injunction. 
Gonsequently, ifc must be admitted that it is the Paurnamastf as unaffected 
by the that is connected with the AgnBya, or that it is the 

Paurnamasl^ as unaffected by the -d^weya, that is connected with the 
Astdka^dla; and as such there can be no connection between the Agneya 
and the AsJitahapdla* 

With a view to meet this difficulty if one were to take the sentence at 
the very outset, as laying down the material (Asht^hapala) and the Deity 
(Agni mentioned in the word * Agneya of the Paurnamdsz sacrifice, then 
he would have to face the following difficulties : (1) the mention of the 
actual forms of these two {ZgnBya B,nd AshtBJcapBil a) y (2) the injunction of 
one in regard to another, (3) the connecting of these two with one 
another, when both are enjoined at one and the same time ; (4) and then 
over and above all these, the connecting of these two with the Paurnamdst 
sacrifice (which is held to be enjoined by another sentence-— ‘ Ya Bvam etc.*) 

And then, for the purpose of meeting these difficulties, it becomes 
necessary to take the sentence ^ yadd>gmya^ etc.* as only laying down the 
connection of the Jishldkapdla in connection with the sacrifice, with reference 
to the Deity mentioned in some other sentence : this is what is meant by the 
Bhdshya, “ kezia cif dgnByah sanhalpitah ” ; some people take this sentence 
as meaning that “ if one were to bring in the AgnBya that had been given 
away by another performer’* ; but this does not appear correct, because 
such bringing would be tantamount to stealing, in the midst of his per- 
formance, the material prepared by another person. Therefore, we must 
take the word ‘ sanhalpitah * as containing a double causative affix, — tlie 
meaning of the sentence thus being if we take Agnsya as laid down in 
another passage, — for instance, the one that contains the word ‘ rukkdmah * 
(desiring a bright complexion, etc.). 

In reply to this argument it is said that in that case, the word AgnBya 
(as understood from that other sentence) being taken as simply mentioned 
(in the sentence ‘ yadUgneydh etc.’) for the purpose of establishing the 
connection of the Ashtdhapala (with the Paur^amasi sacrifice), then it is 
not known what is the Deity in the Paurnamasl sacrifice ; and if it be held 
that the Agneya is laid down with reference to the Ashtcikapala as qualified 
hy the Paurnamast, then there is a syntactical split ; and in this way 
we can go on showing the endless syntatical splits consequent upon all 
the various constructions that could, in accordance with the opponent’s 
theory, be put upon the sentence — the constructions that have been shown 
under the Adhikamna on Akrti in Pada i, of Adhyaya I. 

Thus then in the sentence ‘ SgnBya etc.’ we must have the injunction of 
the connection of a material and a Deity j but this connection is not 
possible with regard to any sacrifice that may have been previously 
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enjoined by other sentences; and hence, in accordanoe with the 
^gtmagcapurm’Samhandh we must admit a distinct sacrifice to be 
actually enjoined by this sentence yadStgneyah etc.*) ; and then we have 
the sajne U^Hpavacana (non-mention of the form) ’ that was urged in 
the third ; and as such the sentence * ya evam etc.* must be taken 
as only referring to the sacrifices enjoined by the sentence * yadcigneyah, 
etc.’ And by this we are forced to have recourse to indirect indication, etc., 
for the purpose of explaining the singular ending (in ^ Paurnamaszm *). 

And further, the sentence ^yaddgneyah etc.* cannot be complete until 
it lays down an action not laid down by any other sentence ; and so long 
as its own full signification is not complete, it cannot require the aid of 
another sentence. That is to say, that ‘ the AshtahapSla becomes^ is not 
a functioning by tbe human agent ; nor is it possible for a sentence to lay 
down only the functioning of a cake ; because such functioning would not 
have the character of any particular Bhavana. And thus it being 
necessary to assume a particular functioning of the human agent, we 
naturally fall upon the assumption of the sacrifice* And though when a 
functioning (that of the cake) is actually perceptible, it is not quite right to 
assume an inferred one, — yet, in the case in question, the sentence being not 
incomplete, and (as such not standing in need of another sentence) the mere 
fact of the root ^yaji * (signifying the sacrifice) heing found in the sentence 
containing the words ^ amdvdsyi '* mid, ^ paurn^mdsi ^ (i,^ the sentence 
‘ ya Bvdm etc.’), which is not in close proximity to the sentence in question, 
cannot preclude the aforesaid inferential assumption. And wlien the 
* sacrifice * has been inferred, the sentences * ya mam etc.’ are found to have 
the exact form of mere description (or reference) ; and for this reason 
they are actually admitted to be as such. 

And further, because in the sentence * yaddgneyo etc,’ the word 
is co-extensive with (refers to) the Action (of being,, of the cake), while the 
in the sentence ^ya dvam etc.’ refers to the agent, — and as it is the 
latter kind of and not of the former, that precludes the injunctive 

function — the mere presence of the word ^yaV in the former sentence 
cannot be in the way of its being taken as an Injunction. On this, 
we have the following declaration: — ‘‘When connected with the verb, 
the word ^yaf does not disable the Injunction; when, however, it is 
connected with the Agent, then it distinctly points to the fact of tlie 
sentence being a mere reference to something that has been enjoined in a 
previous sentence.” 

, Satra ( 7 ): The mention of these also is lihe that^ 

If the Amdvdsyd were a single sacrifice, then the two materials — the 
Bdundyya (Curd and Butter) and the Oshadhi (Herbs) — would be 
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optional aifcernatives ; and then, why slionld there be any mention of the 
preparation of one of these before the other, (as it would be necessary to 
employ and prepare only one of the two alternative materials) ? 

are various sacrifices, then the SannS>yya and the Oshadhi 
^ come to be taken as both forming the materials to be offered in various 
sacrifices, and as such all the various materials having to be prepared for 
the sacrifice, it becomes quite relevant to speak of the prepara- 

tion of one of these before the other, — which would be entirely irrelevant 
in any other case. 

And further, in accordance with the Purva^ahsliay over and above the 
three sacrifices, thei’e would be a fourth (in the shape of that enjoined by 
the sentence ^ya et?am etc.’) ; and as such the passage quoted in the 
Bhashya would refer to them as ^ titiaram* (in the plural), and not as 
‘ (in the Dual) ( which refers to the two composite sacrifices, the 

Barga and the Paiirnamasa). 

Sutra (8) : Also heca^ise we find (in the Veda) indica- 
five words. 

If the sentences ^ya Bvmi etc.’ enjoined two distinct sacrifices, then 
the number of sacrifices would be more, and if they enjoined accessories, the 
number would be less than ‘ thirteen’ and * fourteen,’ which are the num- 
bers that are mentioned in connection with the Libations in the Darga and 
the Patirnamdsa. Because these numbers could be possible only if in the 
Patirnamdsa there were three, and in the Darga two, primary libations 
(and this would not be the case if the sentences ^ya evam etc.’ are taken 
either as the Injunctions of independent sacrifices, or as the Injunctions of 
■Accessories)." . 

For these reasons we conclude that the sentences ^ ya etc/ 

merely refer to the two previously mentioned composite sacrifices. To this 
effect, we have the following declaration : “ (1) Because the enjoined 
sacrifice has no form (material, etc.), (2) because the words of the sentence 
directly denote the sacrifices mentioned in the context, and (3) because it 
is only in these latter sacrifices tliat we find distinct forms and details, — 
we must admit the sentences ‘ ya evam etc/ to be mere references to the 
two composite sacrifices laid down in the preceding sentence.” 


ADHlK ARANA (4). 

[Treating of the First Fcoception to the foregoing Adhiharana,'\ 

PtlTRYAPAKSHA, 

Sutra (9) : The case of the upancfu would be like the 
Paurnamdst,^^ 

The following three Adhikaranas treat o£ the exceptions to the general 
rule arrived at in the foregoing Adhikarana. 

[There is one sentence ; — ^jUmi va etadyajnasya kriyatB yadancau jpuro- 
ddgau, npan^uydjamantarci yajati^^ and then we have a set of sentences — 

^ vishmirtipnngu yashfavyofdmitvdya, prajopUHrtipdngu yashfavayofBimi- 
tDOiya^ agnlshomB^oupangii yashtavydvajdmitvdya and on these there arises 
the following qaestion ; does the expression ^ vpdnguySjam* in the first 
sentence only serve to speak of (refer to) the whole batch of sacrifices men- 
tioned in the latter set of sentences ? or does it serve to lay down an in- 
dependent sacrifice by itself ? And on tliis question, we have the purvapahsha 
embodied in the sHtra ; and in support thereof we have the following argu- 
ments.] 

“ To the sentence ^ updnguydjam etc/ apply all the conclusions arrived 
“ at in the foregoing Adhikarana/’ ^ 

“ Because, inasmuch as the sacrifices laid down in the latter set of 
“ sentences have their accessories in the shape of the respective deities duly 
“ mentioned, while that which is mentioned in the first sentence has no 
such accessory mentioned, we cannot but conclude that this latter 
“ sacrifice depends upon the former sacrifices, 

“ That is to say, in the three sentences, we have the affix tavya with 
verb ; and as such they have the character of absolute Injunction, 
and hence, if we wei’e to assume these sentences to enjoin independent 
sacrifices, then we would render ourselves open to all the aforesaid objec- 
** tions of the details of these being unknown, and also of the neccessity of 
‘^having to assume many unseen factors/* 

And further, we find each of the latter three sentences mentioning the 
‘‘removal of the evil efiects of Hhefdmi (a technical flaw in the perform 
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“ance of a sacrifice, explained below) ; and it is with regai^d to this flaw of 
“ the/am^ that the first sentence mentions the tipStngu sacrifice. That is to 
/Vsajj looking at the whole section, from the first sentence to the last, 
‘‘ we find that the mention of the first sentence) and the 

“ ^removal of j ami ’ (mentioned in the last three) form one subject; and 
“ from this it is clear that it is the last three sentences that contain the real 
“ Injunctions, whereas in the first sentence we do not find any distinct 
“ Arthav^dd or Injunction (by which it could be taken as containing the 
“ Injunction of a sacrifice). Then again, the special purpose served by the 
“first sentence to the whole set of the three sacrifices (laid down 

“ in the latter sentences), is that it is only thus that any one of the three 
“ sacrifices (laid down by the three sentences) can be taken as a sacrifice in- 
“ dependent of the other two ; it is only by making the first sentence (which 
“ mentions a definite point of time, in the shape of the interrim between 
the offerings of two supplementary to the last three sentences, that 

“ all the three sacrifices becoming connected with that particular time,-— 
“ each of them comes to be taken as an independent primary sacrifice. 

“ The Bhashya has represented the opposer of i)ie Furmpahsha as 
“bringing forward the objection that the first sentence might be taken as 
“ laying down a sacrifice with updngu as its accessory (and as such the 
“ sacrifice laid down by it cannot be said to be without a definite accessory). 
“ And some people take exception to this sentence of the Bh&sJiya, on the 
“ground that the JDeity and the Material to he offered being the only two 
“ accessories of a sacrifice, one ‘ upangu ’ cannot rightly be spoken of as such 
“ an ‘ accessory.’ Bub this is not a very effective objection ; because any- 
“ thing that characterises or specifies a sacrifice (distinguishes it from other 
“ sacrifices) is its accessory ; and there is no doubt that the ‘ upSingu *^ness 
“ (i.e. the quietness with which the Mantras are recited) serves to dis- 
“ tinguish a sacrifice : and as such it can very well be spoken as an 
“ * accessory.^ ” 

“ The Purvapahshin meets this objection by declaring that such a loord 
“ as upan^uyaja cannot very tvell, etc. And the sense of this is that 
“ if the word ‘ updngaydja ’ be etymologically explained in a way that 
“ would point out upangu as the distinguishing feature of the sacrifice, 
“ t.e., if the compound be explained as updngU ijyate yah sa — then 
“ the resultant word would be ‘ updngUydga ’ and not ‘ uptinguydja^ ’ 
“ in accordance with Panini’s sUtra YII — iii — 52. While on the other hand, 
“ if the word ‘ updnguydja ’ be taken as the name (of the whole set of three 
“sacrifices, and not as laying down the accessory of an independent 
“sacrifice), inasmuch as no etymological explanation of a name is 
“ necessary, there would be no room for the grammatical anomaly — the 
“ word being taken as a complete whole by itself.’* 
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The opponent brings forward another objection — namevam sati etQ. 
And the sense of this is that even when the word is taken as a JVawe, then 
“ in accordance with the sutra I— it— ‘ 4, the applicability of that name 
“ {u^anguyaja) to the set of three sacrifices would depend solely upon the 
“ presence in each of these three sacrifices, of the feature of ufangu-ness^— 
which presence is laid down by the sentence ‘ vishnurupUngU yashta'oyah * 

“ etc. : and then the etymological explanation and the consequent anomaly 
cannot be avoided.” 

“ The Puryapakshin replies to this objection by declaring that it is not 
‘‘ necessary for ns to take the word ‘ u^pmguyqja ’ as referring to the set of 
three sacrifices, as this reference can be made by the word ‘ yajatV in the 
“same sentence (and all that we mean is that the first sentence only 
“refei'S to the three sacrifices). Then, too, it is only in the case of an 
“Injunction that it is necessary for each word to fit in with the particular 
“ sacrifice ; while in the case of the Hame, the applicability of this word is 
“made to rest upon the fact of the root * yayi) ’ only referring to the set 
“ of three sacrifices ; and thus there being even a slight ground of 
“ similarity, there would be nothing incongruous in the applicability of the 
“Kame (and hence it is not necessary to have recourse to an etymological 
“ explanation ; and hence there will be no occasion for the grammatical 
“anomaly).” 'h ■■ 

1 i . u f ' * 

SIDDHINTA. 

Sutra ( 10 ) : ^ut it is an Injunction^ hecmise of there 
being no other sacrifice mentioned in the contexts 

The sentence y ay ’ is the Injunction of an indepen- 

dent sacrifice ; and it is not a mere reference to the set of three sacrifices 
mentioned in the three sentences. (1) Because there being no other 
sacrifices mentioned in the context, the sentence cannot be taken as a 
mere re/ere?^ce ; and (2) because no sacrifice is actually enjoined by the 
sentences ^visJinuh etc.* 

In the case of the sentence mentioning the V aigmnara sacrifice, we 
find that from beginning to end the text treats of * twelve cakes,’ and 
hence the mention of the numbers ^ eight and the rest come to betaken as 
forming part of the ^ twelve’ ; and as such the sentences mentioning these 
smaller numbers are not taken as separate Injunctions of those numbers* 
In the same manner in the case in question, we find that the Injunction is 
ititrodtioed by the words * jami vet ^tat ’ which describe a certain flaw in 
the saoi^ifice ; and it is clear that such mention of the flaw must have 
some, bearing on — and be needed by — ^a certain enjoined sacrifice* 
consequently it appears Uhat the sentences * vishnuh etc. ’ speaking of 
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the removal of that; haw serve the purpose of eulogising that enjoined 
sacrifice. When it so happens that between the o:ffering of two cakes 
there is no other action to be performed, then we have what is called the 
flaw of \jamV ; and hence the mention of the ‘ removal of jami^ must be 
taken as eulogising that action which would be laid down as to be per- 
formed between the two offerings ; and from this it follows that in the case 
in question, what has to be eulogised is the sacrifice which is dis- 

tinctly laid down as to be performed “in the wterrim^^; while in the 
sentences ‘ vislinuh ebcj we find described the ‘ removing of the \famz ’ 
which is the eulogy i^equired by the aforesaid Upangu sacrifice ; and 
consequently we disregard the injunctive character of these sentences, 
because their injunctiveness is nowhere found to be required ; and hence 
all of them come to be taken as mere eulogistic sentences. Specially as 
we do not find the “ interrim ” mentioned as the time, in the sentences 
^ vishniih etc.’; and as such the ^ with a mention of which tiie 

context was introduced, not having any direct connection with these 
sentences, these cannot be taken as embodying the Injunctions of any 
actions for the removal of that ^ j ami ’ ; and hence too the “ removing of 
mentioned in these sentences cannot be taken as eulogising 
these latter Injunctions. On the other hand, ‘that action, which is 
mentioned directly in connection with the time “ interrim,” is distinctly 
found to he the object of Injunction by the sentence that begins with the 
mention of ^jamV ; and then on this ground, the other sentences come 
to have their use in eulogising that Action ; under the circumstances, 
it is scarcely right to accept an Injunction that would entail the assump- 
tion of many imperceptible elements. 

And further, in the case of the sentences ^ msJimih etc.’, these being 
taken as connecting the sacrifices with Yishnu etc., the ‘sacrifice’ would 
be indirectly implied as subordinate to that connection; and so long as 
a directly-expressed sacrifice is available (in the sentence ‘ upangum etc,’) 
it is not right to accept an indirectly implied sacrifice to be en- 
joined. 

That is to say, the affix ‘ tavya ’ in * yashtavyah ’ is in the passive, and as 
such the predominant factor in the sentence is ‘ vishnn ’ to whom the 
‘ sacrifice ’ is subordinate (the sentence meaning etymologically that Vishntt 
is the objective of the sacrifice) ; and the performability of the sacrifice could 
he only inferred indirectly from the sentence, — the factor of the * sacrifice ’ 
being extracted out of the word “ yashtavyah ” ; and this would be scarcely 
proper ; because we have a direct Itij unction of the Sacrifice in the sentence 
‘ antard, yajati \ Even though it were possible for the sentence ‘ vishnuh > 
to be taken apart from the sentence * antara yajati \ yet all that they coixld 
do would be to lay down the Deities for that sacrifice which is laid db^ 


670 


TANTBA-VARTIKA. ADH« II — PADA II— ADHI (4). 


as to be performed in the intexTim ’■ (in the sentence ‘ antm% etc.’) ; and 
they could not lay down distinct Actions. 

As a matter of fact, it is not possible even for the Deity to be laid 
dowm by such sentences. Because the yaslitavyah ’ in these does not 

signify either the or that to ivMch something is given \ because all 

that they actually signify is a material suboi’dinate (belonging) to the 
sacrifice ; consequently what we have to do is to take the potency of the 
objective as the predominant element ; and as such what the word would 
signify would be what is signified by the Accusative case-ending ; and 
certainly that does not establish the character of the Deity. Because 
the root ^ yaji^ meaning Ho give away,’ its actual objective is that 
which is given atoay ; and hence the only possible explanation would be that 
the Deity approached by the object given away, comes subsequently to be 
indirectly connected with the Sacrifice. But in this way, the words come to 
have two objectives; and hence, in accordance with the sUtra ^ samaptik 
gahdarihah,' [II — iv — 23] what happens is that the objective, in the shape 
of the thing given away, is set aside, and another, in the shape of the Deity 
worshipped, becomes manifested; and tiie verb thereby coming to be re- 
cognised to have only one objective (in the shape of the Deity worshipped), 
it is only after its Dative potency has been wholly suppressed, that the 
Deity could be spoken of as the objective, as in the sentence ‘ vishnum 
yajati ’ (in the Active voice) or ‘ vishnuryashtavyah ’ (in the Passive). And 
certainly in this we do not find any denotation of the Deity ; all that we 
find is that the character of Deity (of Vishnu) is indirectly indicated by the 
apparent inconsistency of its objective character. 

Objection : “The root ‘ yaji ’ signifying the tvorshipjping of a Deity ^ 
“ the word signifying the objective of that root would be synonymous with 
the word ‘ Deity and hence it is scarcely correct to say that in the 
“ sentences quoted the Deity is only indirectly indicated.*^ 

Reply : As a matter of fact, the root * yaji ’ does not directly signify 
the worshipping of a Deity ; because if that were the case, then Hymning 
also, which is a kind of worship, would come to he denoted by the root 
^yajV \ but we shall show later on that when there is a Hymning of the 
Deity, that Deity cannot he said to be thereby worshipped, in the way that 
the guest is worshipped. That is to say, at the time that one is hymning a 
Deity, even if he be engaged in actual worsbip, it is not said * sa yajatB' 
And inasmuch as, in this case of Hymning, the actual form of the sacrificial 
Deity (namely that of being one to whom an ofiering is made) is not 
present in the Deity hymned, that Deity does not attain the character of 
an object of worship, like the Gruest. And further, that the root ^ ycji ^ does 
■ wrsUpf we shall shoW' later on, in Adhyaya IX. Even when the 

iS' taken to,m©afi ^ giving \ the Deiiy to whom the gift 
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is made ^^ 0 ^^ said to have the character o£ the objective; as for 

instance, the Teacher who is worshipped hy means of gifts is not found to 
have the character of the objective. 

Objection: “In that case, the word mentioning the Deity would 
“ always have the Dative ending (and then how would you explain the pres- 
“ ence of other ease-endings in words actually mentioning the Deity) ? ’’ 

Eeply: The sampradanatva (the principal element in the Dative) of 
the Deity is never of the same precise type as that of the Teacher ; be- 
cause the Deity is not the actual receiver of the gift (not having a body, 
etc.). Aiid further, we do, in certain cases, find the Dative ending with 
words mentioning the Deity, for imtn,rice, * ySdahliy am grihitvd somaya 
ynjate etc.’ But, in all cases, the Deity has got neither the precise 
character of the (receiver of the gift), nor that of the 

particular objective ] nor by itself could it be eitlier the receiver of the 
gift or the objective, with reference to the root ■ yajV ' (sacrifice), Tlien the 
character of one of these two is attributed to it, simply because, while being 
actually found to help in the accomplishment of the Action—and thereby 
having the character of the * kdraha ’ (Instrument)— there is no seventh 
case that could fib it exactly. Nor by itself, in the form that is signified 
by the woi’d expressive of the Deity, does the Deity become related to the 
denotation of the root ^yajV Under the circumstances, even though the 
actual receiving of the offering is not present in the case, yet by the mere 
fact of the offering being made with regard to it, we assume the presence 
of the complex conditions of the Dative ; and hence speak of the Deity in 
the Dative ; and at times, the character of being reached, that belongs to 
one with regard to whom the offering is made, is assumed in the case of 
the offering ; and as such the Deity is, sometimes, spoken of as the objective 
of the whole root * yaj V 

Thus then, (1) in a case where we find an Injunction wherein the Deity 
is mentioned in the Dative Case, for instance, ‘ somaya yajate,^ we must ex- 
plain it as meaning that ‘ the offering sliould be made to that Deity, as if 
creating its right of ownership in the object offered ’ ; — (2) when we 
meet with an Injunction in which the Deity is mentioned as the objective 
(for instance, vishnuryashtavyak), its meaning is that it is the Deity refer- 
ence to whom should he made for making the offenng. It is for this reason 
that in a case where the only action of the Offerer lies in referring to (or 
thinking of)Ithe Deity, and there is no actual offering made, we find the 
direction ‘ hotaryaja ’ (where all that the Hotri priest does is to think of 
the Deity to whom the offering has been made). 

Thus we find that both of these — the Dative and the Objective character ., 
— apply to the Deity only indirectly. And of these two again, we find that 
the character of the Dative is more closely related to the Deity (than that 
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of the Objective), because it is the Dative alone that is an invariable con- 
comitant of the action of giving, though its complete applicability has been 
found to be open to objection; v^iiile as for the Objective, we find that it is 
present also in actions other than giving, and as such not being a necessary 
concomitant of the action of givmg, it is not so closely related to the Deity. 
Hence it is concluded that the character of the Objective of the root 
‘ yajV Is not fully applicable to the word ‘Deity just as the character of 
the Deity too is not found to be wholly applicable in the case in question. 
Because, as a rule, the Deity is always mentioned either by the use of the 
word ‘ Deity ’ itself, or by the use of a word with a nominal affix which 
signifies the Deity; and never by means of smj of the case«endings. For 
instance, when laying down the appearance of the Nominal affixes signifying 
the Deity, the words that Panini employs are not in the forms ‘ ^dama- 
gnaye ’ (with the Objective ending) or ‘ tena hritam ’ (in the Instrumental) ; — 
that is to say, in all t)ie rules laying down the use of Nominal affixes, we 
find that its use is laid down by means of words with those very case- 
endings, which themselves are capable of signifying the same meaning 
that is meant to be expressed by the Nominal affix laid down; for 
instance, we have such rules as (1) Had vahati^ (with the Objective), 
(2) ‘ tena hrtam^ (with the Instrumental), (3) ‘ tasmai hitam ’ (with the 
Dative), (4) Hata (igatal^^ (with the Ablative), (5) tasyStpaiyam (with the 
Fossessive- Genitive), and (6) *tatra Ikavah ^ (with the Locative); — in the 
case of the Deity, however, we find that the appearance of the Nominal affix 
expressive of the Deity, is laid down by such words as ‘ sa^sya devata,* and 
not as ‘ tasyai idam* (with the Dative) or ‘ tamanena^ (with the Objective). 
And hence we conclude that the Deity is not denotable by any other means 
save by the actual mention of the word ‘ Deity’ itself, or by the Nominal 
affixes specially laid down as expressing the Deity. 

Thus then, it must be admitted that the sentence ‘ Vishmirupangu 
yashtavyah^ does not serve the pui’pose of pointing out a Deity, And 
consequently, in taking this sentence as an independent Injunction, we 
would have to get at the requisite BhavanSi only by nndertaking all the 
tinuble of assuming a Deity. And certainly in comparison with all these 
assumptions, it is more reasonable by far to take the sentence as a mere 
Arthavdda (of the sacrifice laid down in * antard yajati ’). 

On the other hand, in the case of the sentence ‘ antara yajati ' — though 
it might be argued that it is an injunction of the time (of the sacrifice) as 
the “interrim”, — and as such it cannot be taken as laying down the 
sacrifice itself, — yet, as there is no other way of taking it, we take the 
sentence to be an Injunction of the sacrifice as qualified hy the particular 
time ; specially as we find that this sentence cannot be taken otherwise, not 
even as an ArihavMa like the othep Sentences {Hishnuh etc.).’ 
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Objection ' “Bat; we have shown above that the sentence ‘ antara^ etc. 
“has its use in speaking of the three sacrifices (to Yishnu, etc.) as one 
“composite whole”. 

: How the sentence cannot serve this purpose we shall show 
later on, when explaining the ^utra ^anyUrthadarganat V[II — iii — 29]. And 
farther, in this sentence we find that inasmuch as the * interrim ’ is a point 
of time, it cannot form the predicate of a sentence; and as such (the 
‘ interrim ’ not being an object of Injunction), we admit the Action to be the 
object of the Injunction contained in the sentence; and then too, as we find 
that the sacrifice in question, that could be connected with the time^ is not 
laid down (in any other sentence), we have also to admit the sentence 
(‘ antara, etc.^) to be the original Injunotion of the sacrifice also. That is to 
say, in the sentence in question, we find that a distinct self-sufiicient 
Bhdvana^ with all its accessories, is laid down with reference to a point 
of time (the interrim^^) which, by itsblf, could be the predicate of the 
sentence ; and we do not find any such Bh^vand, denoted by the sentences 
‘ vishnuryashtavyahj etc.’ ; and hence there is nothing incongruous in accept* 
ing the former sentence as the ongrmaZ Injunotion (of that Bhavand). 

Even if the sentences ‘ vishnuh, etc. ’ could he taken as injunctions of 
sacrifices, the particular sacrifice laid down by the sentence * antard^ etc, ’ 
must be an entirely distinct one ; and this sentence could not be taken as 
merely referring to these sacrifices. Jt is with a view to this that the BMsJiya 
has declared — harmdntarasya vdcahah sydt. As there is nothing incompatible 
in the Deity being an object of Injunction, the sentences ^vishnuh, etc.’ could 
be taken as laying down deities for the sacrifice (enjoined by the former 
sentence) ; and thus too we find that it is these sentences vishnuh^ etc,’) 
that serve the pui'pose of referring to a previously enjoined sacrifice (for the 
purpose of laying down its Deities), and not the former sentence itself. 

Even if these sentences are taken as Injunctions of Sacrifices/ though 
there is an original sacrifice (in the shape of that enjoined by the sentence 
‘'antard, etc.’), yet there are no such original sacrifices as have Yishnu, etc,, 
for their Deities ; — this is what the word ^ aprahriatmt^ iAthe sUtra means. 

Or the Bhdshya — ^ harmdntarasya vdcaha^ sy at ^ — ma;^, be explained in 
the following manner : the sentence * antard^ etc.’ would denote only that 
sacrifice which is enjoined as distinct from the Agneya and the rest. 
Consequently on account of the time “ interrim ” not being capable of 
forming the predicate, it must be admitted that the sentence is the 
absolute Injunction of a sacrifice; and as such the other sentences must be 
mere Arthavddas, And as for the InjunCtiVe affix (in a^^ara it 

would be functioning more closely when laying dovrn the denotation of the 
root with reference to something else (in the shape of the particular point 
of time). 
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Says tlie JBhashya — satu vidhiyatB upanguyagasamlandhaft ; and the 
sense of this is that tlie word upanguyUjam lays down an aecessory detail of 
the sacrifice {viz,, that the sacrifice is to he performed with mantras quietly 
recited). 

Against this view it has been argued that the word ‘ upangu-yajam ® 
‘‘ cannot be taken in that sense, as in that case the form of the word would 
hecome ^ upanguydgamJ 

And in reply to this we urge that this objection applies equally to the 
opponent also ; because in the case of all words, what is desired first of all 
is the cognition of the relationship between the word and the meaning it 
denotes; and it is only after this cognition that we come to ascertain that 
meaning to have th e, character of an Injunction or that of a mere Beferencfi. 
That is to say, when the fact of a certain meaning being denoted by a 
certain word has been duly ascertained, it is only then that the object thus 
denoted comes to he taken either m Injunction or as the enjoined, as the 
referred to or as the reference ; in all these cases, however, the relationship 
of the word to its meaning continues to be the common factor, and as this 
relationship always remains constant, whatever its character might be 
(and it is only on this latter point that we difier), the excellences or 
defects in that relationship would be equally applicable to both of us ; and 
hence any such defect should not have been urged against any one of us 

i On this point, it might be argued that — as a matter of fact we find 
“ that a descriptive reference is made even by such words as are not 
“ directly expressive of the object described ; but no injunction is ever 
“ found to be brought about by means of non-expressive words ; and as such 
‘‘ the objection is not equally applicable to both of us.” 

To this we reply that in our case also, the sacrifice being enjoined by 
the word ‘ yajatij the word ‘ ydja ’ could be taken as referring to it ; and 
the upangutva mentioned along with ‘ ydja % being taken as connected with 
the aforesaid Injunction, there would be no incongruousness at all. 

l^“or could the word ‘ upanguyUja^ be taken as the name of a sacrifice 
according to the sut 7 'a I — iv — 4 ; because ‘ npangu4va ’ has not been enjoined 
by any other text. For instance, it cannot be taken as enjoined by the 
sentences ^ visTimik, etc. because these have been shown to be mere 
Arthavadas ; nor by the sentence * upcingu paurnamdsyam because this 
sentence is wholly taken up by the laying down of the time (paurnamdsi), 
and it is not oapi^ble of further injunctions. Therefore, we must admit it to 
be enjoined by the word ^ updngu^ occurring in the original Injunction 
itself (* antardy etc,’) this will b® pointed out in the next sutra also. 

1 As for the removal of, the fiaw of ^jami,' this is known to be possible 
in various, ways— for, iiistance, (1) by means of a material, (2) by 
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accentuation, oi- (3) by means of a Deity. And hence in the case in question, 
when it is found that a ^ jamV has occurred, we find that for 'making it up 
some sort of a sacrifice — whether to Yishna, or to Prajapati or to Agni- 
shoma, or to some other Deity — is enjoined ; and then no definite Deity 
being recognised, as the one to whom the requisite sacrifice has to be 
offered, the Yeda, meaning to show the fact of the Deities of the sacrifice 
being various, mentions Yialfinuh and some other well-known Deities ; and 
hence though in the sentences in question Yish^u etc. are not the only 
Deities to whom the sacrifice has to be offered, yet the mention of these, 
though only by way of eulogising (the sacrifice through these well-known 
Deities), may, somehow or other, be taken as laying down the accessory 
(Deities) of the sacrifice. 

The Bhashya represents another party declaring that— -* ihese sacrifices 
{to Vishnu ^ 0 .) are enjoined in the tesots of oiher rescemions of the Veda.^ 
But no such texts are cited; and if any weight could be attached to 
such vague assertions, then there would be nothing that would want 
a corroborative proof; and further, we find that in Adhyiya X, sutra 
49, the question of the Deity has been raised, and answered in sutra 52, by 
showing that the Deity is one that is indicated by the words of the mantra 
employed ; and all tlmse discussions would be futile if we had any 
such texts as declared by the opponent. And as a matter of fact, 
that the opponent himself had doubts on the point of there being such a 
text is clearly shown by his own half-hearted declaration— even if they he 
not laid down hy such a text, etcP 

Then the opponent has declared (in the Bhashya) that — “ the property 
of ‘ u^anQu^ having been laid down, some action is performed in honour of 
Prajapati, during the sacrifice.’^ But this too is scarcely correct ; because 
that would upset the syntactical order of the word ; as we have no such 
sentence as that ‘ that which is u^dngu belongs to Prajapati — the sentence 
that we have is in the form ‘ that which belongs to Prajapati is upannuJ* 
Therefore the mere property of ‘ ujpangu ’ cannot point to the fact of he- 
longmg to Prajapati. 

Then again, the Bhctshya itself declares that we actually cite the text 
enjoining Agni and Soma as the Deities, And against this assertion, the 
following objections have been raised : ** The sentence cited in the Bhashya 
‘‘ cannot serve the purpose of laying down the Deity, because it is neither 
*‘the Dative ending, nor the Deific-nominal affix, nor the words of a mantra 
‘‘ (which three are the only means of mentioning the Deity). (2) Be- 
“ cause Agni and Soma made a certain deolar*ation, what would that 
“ matter to the sacrificer, who would re mam in the dark as to that declara- 
“ tion pointing to him the Deity to be sacrificed to ? (3) The sentence 

‘‘ being a distinct injunction of the time {PUrnamdsz), it cannot serve the 
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‘^further iujunctive purpose of laying down the Deity ; and if it be taken 
‘‘ as the Injunction of the Deity, it wouid have to renounce its injunctive- 
ness with regard to the time ; and then the sacrifice could not be referred 
“to by the word * P aurnamast y; and not being expressible by the 
“word ^PaurnamasV (and thereby having no connection with the 
“sentence ^ darga^purnamasahkyam, etc.’) it would cease to be a primary, 

“ and become a subsidiary sacrifice. The author of the sutra also, in 
“ Adhyaja X, has brought forward the sentence cited as an Injunction of 
“time, with the sole aim of showing that the * Jmnrasya ’ is not an 
Updngtiyaja.'' 

In answer to these objections we have the following arguments : It 
has been found that the Deity is indicated by the words of the mantra. 
In the order of the tipanguydja, we find mentioned the waw^7*as dedicated to 
Vishnu, Prajapati and Agnishoma, as also the pairs of Yajyas and P wow w- 
vahyds; and as all of them serve the purpose (of pointing out tlie Deity 
for the Updnguydja), they come to foe taken as optional alternatives ; and 
consequently, the choice of a Deity also becomes optional. And it is that 
section of the Veda where these appear which has been spoken of 

as the ^mantra ’-section of another Rescension of the Vedic text. In 
fact, even in the * Adhvaryava ’ section we find the mention of the Ydjyds 
a,nd, the Aimmhyd$^ in the shape of the Hautra ; and the mention of 
* another Rescension * may be with reference to this fact (of the Hautra 
appearing in the Adhvaryava). And the mention of the qualification 
‘ updngu ’ too is for the purpose of showing this fact of the mantra belong- 
ing to another Rescension (viz : that of the Yaj^isJi ; as it is the Yajush that 
is recited quietly). Otherwise if another Deity (that of the Eh for instance) 
were to be brought into the Ujpdnguydjat then it would have to renounce 
its own characteristic of loudness (belonging to the Rk) and to take up 
the foreign characteristic of quietness (belonging to the Yajush) ; and this 
would entail a great incongruity. It would be very incongruous again 
if we assume another Deity in place of Agnishoma. In the case of 
Vishnu and Prajdpati^ however, we find that their properties are quite 
close to them, and hence there is no incongruity in this case (that is to 
say there is no incongruity if we assume another Deity in place of Vishnu, 
etc. ; and hence though the objection applies to the Purmpahsha^ it does 
not apply to our case). 

The declaration of the Bhashyd — Hdtha^ gnlshomayostu^ etc.’ — means 
that no injunction of the Deity being possible, the Deity is accepted 
according to .circumstances ; and hence in the sentence laying down 
Purmmdsl as the time, a reference to Agnishoma strengthens the introduc- 
tion of the Deity (without which the said Reference would be wholly in- 
consistent). n: 4 
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8utT€i ill) : JSeeciuse of the mention of the Property. 

That action (is enjoined by the sentence ^ an tar a , etc. ’) in connection 
with which we find the property of ‘ ttjpangtt ’ mentioned in the sentence 
\tipS,ngu ^aurnamasyclm yajan V which serves the purpose of laying down 
the time {Paurnamast) for the sacrifice. But this sentence is not the 
original injunction of the said property ; because the sentence not em- 
bodying an injunction of a sacrifice, the said injunction of the property 
would involve the injunction of many things (which is highly objection- 
able). And for this reason we must take the sentence ‘ updng'u paurna- 
mdsyam^ etc.’ as only describing that which has been enjoined by the 
sentence ^ antard etc,^ 

Sutra (12) : Becatise of the mention of the ^ Prayef 

We find the sentence ^ hr dayamupdnguydj ah \ 'which eulogises the 
Updngu sacrifice as if it were {prdy a) the principal limb (heart) of the 
Sacrificial Person; and thus clearly shows that it is a Primary (and not 
Secondary) sacrifice. 

Question : ^‘ But how does the purvapahsha make the Updngu a sub- 
sidiary sacritice ? 

Answer: The Updngu being (according to the purvapaksha) tsiken as 
referring only to the three sacrifices to Vishnu, etc., as one composite 
whole, it is the AgmsJiomiya sacrifice alone that would come to be enjoined 
as to be performed on the Paurnamdsl ; that is to say, in that case, the men- 
tion of ‘ Purnamdsa ’ would point out, as leading to the particular result, 
only that one sacrifice — connected with the particular time — and having 
Agnishoma for its Deity — which is mentioned by the sentence ‘ tdvavrutd- 
magmshomau, etc.’ And inasmuch as the sacrifices to Vishnu and Prajdpaii 
are subsidiary to that sacrifice, the whole sentence declaring the primary 
character of the Updngu sacrifice imz.i ^ hrdayamupdnguydjah^) becomes 
incompatible and incongruous. 

Objection: “ In your case also, there being the anomaly of various 
‘‘optional alternative Deities, tjhe character of the Primary would belong 
“to the sacrifice only when Agmshoma would be the Deity sacrificed to ,* 
“ and hence, even according to you, the mention of the everlasting 
“ Primary character of the Updngu is not altogether compatible.” 

Reply : This does not touch our position ; because we do not find the 
sentence Hdvavrutdm^ etcA enjoining any connection between the time 
{Paurnamdsl) and the deity (Agnishoma) ; and as for the Action itself, 
which is meant to be indicated by the time and deity it is found to exist 
in other places also (for instance, in the sacrifices to Vishnu, etc,). 

That is to say, if the sentence were to lay down the connection of 
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P aurnamUsi y^ith the deity alone, then such con iieetion would 

not be present in the case of Yishnu or Prajapati being the deity. What, 
however, the sentence actually does is to mention the connection of the 
time with the Action qualified by the deity Agmshoma, And in every case 
we find that when the qualification is absent, the qualified object becomes 
coginsed by itself, as we shall show under the sUtra—^ anapl^fapca halasya 
lakshanam hi puro^agau.^ 

Nor is it possible for the same Action to be the primary at one time, 
and subsidiary at another. Such double character would be possible only 
if there were many ZT^a^zpw-sacrifices ; but this multiplicity of the Upangu 
is not possible ; in view of the singleness of the Upcing'w sacrifice, we must 
admit, as an Injunction, only the sentence ‘ upanguyajamantara yajati ’ 
(and not the sentences ‘ vishnnrupangn yashtavyah^ etc.’). 


ADHIKARAISTA (5). 

[Treating of the inde;pendent character of the S.g}hara^ etc.] 

Sutra (13) : The words ^ Aghdram ^ and ^ Agniho- 
tram^ (are mere references) because they are without 
accessory details 

[This adhiharana is based upon two sets of passages. (1) We have the 
sentences ^ urdhvamUghdrayati^' ^ santatamagharagati,^ and ^ rjumaghdra^ 
yat%^ followed by ^ aghdramagJidrayatl ' ; and (2) we have the sentences 
‘ dadhnd jvihoti^^ and ^ jpayasa julioti, etc.’, followed by ‘ agnihotram juhoti\ 
And the question is as to whether the two sentences ‘ dghdramagharayati ’ 
and ‘ agnihotram j^hoti' lay down actions totally distinct from those men- 
tioned in the preceding sentences, or they only refer to tliose same actions ? 
And the position taken up by the Fnrva^ahsha is that the sentence 'aghdram- 
, dgharayati ’ only refers collectively to the set of actions mentioned by the 
sentences ‘ urdhvam, etc.’ ; and so also with the sentence ‘ agnihotram 
juhoti Not can this Adhikarana be said to have been included in the 
foregoing one ; because] The ' dghdra ’ and the ‘ homa ’ that present them- 
selves to the mind, on the utterance of the sentence ‘ Urdhvamdghmayaii ’ 
and ' jp ay asd juhoti \ are exactly as they are pointed out by these sentences ; 
nor in this case is there a suppression of the Bhavands of the * ydga * and 
the ‘ homa ’ by the supervening character of the material ; as we have in 
^ „ the case of the sentence ‘ vishnurupdngu yashtavyah,^ And further, in the 
case in question the various sentences cannot be taken together as forming 
\ a single sentence (as in the previous Adhiharana) ; nor does any of the 
two parties admit of the fact of the sentences being mere eulogistic ones ; 
and hence the Injunction would be an absolute one, of the Action, just as 
(in the previous case) you hold it to be that of the Accessory. 

That is to say, we do not, as in the case of the sentences * updngu, 
etc.^ admit the fact of all the sentences in question forming a single 
sentence ; nor do they serve the purposes of glorification ; and hence 
according to both parties, the sentences come to be accepted as Injunctions ; 
and the only question that arises is as to whether the Injunction is one of 
the Accessory only, or that of the Action as accompanied by that 
Accessory ? And on this we have the following— 
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PCTRYAPAKSHA. 

Tfie Injunction is one of tlie Action, Because the Injunctiveness, 

** being mentioned by tbe Affix, can never belong to the Noun. It may be 
“ urged that the Injunction of the Noun would follow from the BMmnU ; 
but in that case, it would be the BJiavana that would be enjoined first. 

That is to say, the Injunctive character does not rest with the . 
“words ^dadhi^ and the rest; and being expressed by the Affix, that 
“ character could not be related to the Curd, etc., except by means of 
“ the BJiamna and the Boot-meaning, , For we have no such sentence as 
^ dadhna-ySiV (the yat^ being the injunctive affix only, apart from the 
“ Verbal Root) ; the sentence that we have is ‘ dadhna htiryat^ where the 
“ relationship of the dadhi with the affix is through the root ‘ krJ Thus 
“ then, the performability of the dadhi, etc,, being due solely to the Bhavanct, 

“ and the Boot-meaning , — how is it that these letters are denied to be the 
“ objects of Injunction ? For, certainly, without the injunction of these, we 
“ can never point out any injunction of the Accessory. Because no sooner 
“ do we proceed to show such an Injunction than the Injunction of the 
Bkdvand and the BooUmeaning presents itself forcibly. Consequently we 
“ must admit that what is enjoined is either the Homa or the Bhdlvantl as 
gmlifisd by the dadhi, etc, H m 

.r ,, And then, each of these BhManas, being duly recognised as having 
** distinct accessory details of its own, the very fact of their following one^ 
“ after the other, points to the fact of their forming a single collective^ 
whole ; and it follows that it is this collective whole that is referred to 
“ by the sentence ‘ agnihotram juhotij And the use of this reference lies 
“ in the unification of the Injunctions of the Meajis and the Besult of these 
sacrifices. And thus dadhi and the other materials, each belonging to a 
“ distinct Action by itself, we are saved the undue necessity of taking them 
“ as optional alternatives. 

‘‘In tbe same manner, in the case of the sentences ‘ urdhmmcighdra-ty 
'^ yati, etc. etc.’, — though we do not find the material or the Deity of these 
mentioned, yet, in accordance with the rule laid down in connection with 
“ ^ up^ngu qualifications of ‘ urdhva, etc/ may bo taken as specifying 
diffierentias ; and through these those Actions being taken as having 
“their accessories mentioned, it is only the action mentioned by the 
smbmce : ^ dgharamaghdrayati^ ih&i remains without a mention of its 
“accessory details; and as such, being wholly incapable of attracting men 
“towards itself, it, has to be taken as a mere reference to the pre- 
“ viously metitioned sacrifices. And dn this case too, the nse of such, 

“ reference lies in the unification (of the three sacrifices) which is necessary 
“ for tbe purpose of the employing in them of the mantra Hda ilrdhvo 
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etc/ ; and the connection of the single Deity mentioned in the 
Hasyagharamaghd^rya^ eioJ 

SUtra (14) : Also because of the application of the 
^^mames aghara ^ and ^ agnihotra 

“ And further, names are employed only with a view to pointing out 
‘‘a certain definite peculiarity; and in the case in question we do not 
“ perceive what these peculiarities are (that are pointed oi?.t by the names 
aghara ’ and ‘ * unless we take them as referring to the fore- 

going sacrifices). If the name ‘ agnihotra ' were taken only as pointing to 
Koma in general, then, inasmuch .this is already known, it; would not be 
‘‘any new Action (mentioned by the word). And as already known ^ there 
“is nothing in it that has to be known; and as such no injunction of that 
“would be possible. 

“Then again, Actions, not having the character of ISTouns, could never 
“ be connected with the Accusative ending {i.e,, if the word ^agnihotra' 
“ lays down an Action, it could not take the Accusative ending). As for 
“the collective whole (formed by the various actions), this can very 
“well serve as the objective, because such a whole is actually brought 
“ about by the constituent actions. 

“ That is to say, the presence of . the Accusative in the words 
“ ‘ ^gh^ram * and ‘ agnihotram ’ would be possible only for a Noun that 
“would be wanted by the Verb; and certainly the actions of ‘ homa * and 
% “ ‘ dghUra ’ could never want to get at themselves ; because such self-activity 
“ would be incompatible. As for the collective whole (of Actions), how- 
“ ever, inasmuch as it is mentioned apart from the constituent actions, by 
“ means of another word, it can very well be spoken of as something to he 
“ accomplished ; just as in the case of the sentence ‘ odanpakam pacati ’ the 
“ particular kind of cooking is wanted by the generic cooking mentioned by 
“ the Verb ; and as such it is spoken of in the Accusative. 

“ Objection: “ The whole having no existence apart from the parts, it 
“can never have the character of something to be accomplished \ and as 
“sucli, even in this case, the Accusative ending is not proper 

^^Eeply: Not so; because the whole is something that is actually 
“ brought about by a conglomeration of the constituent Actions. It is only 
“from the constituent parts taken together that the whole cannot be held tq 
“ be different ; from each of them individually, however, there is no doubt 
“ that the whole is totally distinct; and it being impossible for the whole 
“to be accomplished without the individual constituents, there is nothing 
“ incongruous in the Accusative character of the former. 

“ Objection : “ All such words (as ‘ agnihotra^) have been on a former 
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“ oocasioB shown to be expressive of the constit-aent actions ; and hence 
“the undue self-activity of these constituents remains as incongruous 
“ as before.” 

“ Bejply : This does not affect our position ; because even though the 
“noun may directly denote the parts, it could be taken as indirectly in- 
“ dicating the wholes and as such, like its singleness, the accusative 
“ character also of the whole could very well be perceived. I^Tor is it 
“ possible, as in the case of the cooJcing, for the same action to be expressed 
“ by the Verb and also by the Accusative, through its two-fold character 
“ of the general and the particular ; because in the case in question, we do 
** not have the general and the particular actually mentioned. i 

“ The above arguments could be applied, on behalf of the siddhanta, 
“to the case of the sentence ^ paurnamUstm, eted ; and hence also it 
“follows that like the -s^ovdL ^ paurnamasl* ^agnihotram’ also should be 
“ taken as a mere reference to the foregoing sacrifices. 

Sutra (15) : Bemuse of its not being Prakrta (related 
to the Context)/' 

Objection \ ‘ Under Il^i— 5, the view was stated that the 

“Action would obtain its accessories from the other sentences, which 
“ are Injunctions of accessories only ; and in the same manner, in the 
“ case in question, the sentence ‘ agnihotram juhoti ’ may be taken as the 
“ originative injunction of an Action, which would have its accessories as 
“ mentioned by the sentences ‘ tandulair juhoti \ ‘ dadhndi juhoti, etc.' 

Reply : This cannot be ; becanse in the case cited the doubt as to 
“ the particular words being mere references rested upon the words 
“ ^ paurnamdsya^ and ‘ amdvdsyd ’ occurring in the sentences themselves ; 
“ in the case in question, on the otlier hand, we do not find the word 
“ ‘ agnihotra ' in the sentences ‘ tandulair juhoti, etc.' ; the word ^‘juhoti'* 
“ that we do find in these is common to all Homas ; and as such cannot be 
“ taken as pointing to the injunction of the Agnihotra alone. 

“ Objection : ‘ The particular Homa would be indicated by the Pra- 
“ karana. (Context, or mutual want).' 

Reply : 'Not so ; because of there being nopraharana. That is to say, 
“in the originative sentence {^agnihotram juhoti^) we do not find any 
“ ‘ pra/mrawa ’ of Actions ; because it is only after the action has been 
“ connected with a particular result, that there arises a prakarana (or 
“ desire) of knowing how that Result is to be brought about by means of 
“ that Action ; and as such the Prakarana could only proceed from the 
“assumed sentence that would sum up all the three factors of the Bhdvand 
“ in connection with the Action in question. 

“ The following may he urged against us : ‘ The Agnihotra would be 
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“ eonnected with its Deity and Material, when it would appear in the 
“ assumed sentence you speak of (and thus it would be an Action by 
‘(itself ).’ 

“ In reply to this if is urged that an Action that has its accessory 
I* details unknown, could never be enjoined with reference to a definite 
“ result ; and hence it is only such actions as have their details fully 
“ known that can be mentioned in the aforesaid assumed sentence, (and 
“ these Actions are the various actions mentioned by the different \ juhoU ’s). 

Objection: ‘ We have sndh sentences as tasyagharamagharya, etc., 
i4a urdhvo, etc., aghdram, etc., — which are found to point out the 
material and the mantric Deity ; and as such the mere mention of the 
name {Aghara) would point out its accessory details/ 

^^ Bejply : Kot so ; because the word ‘ dghdra,^ apart from the denota- 
“ tion of its verbal Root, cannot serve the purposes of a specification. A 
“name expresses a peculiarity only in that case where the name has 
“been applied with a distinct reference to a certain peculiarity. In the 
“ case in question, however, we have in close proximity such sentences as 
“ ‘ urdhvaifnMghdrayati \ where the literal denotation of the verb is found to 
“ be quite perceptible ; and as such even in the sentence ‘ dghUramdghdra^ 
“ yati,'* the word ‘ dghdram ’ cannot be taken in any other sense, save the 
“ literal one of pouring ; and as such it cannot be taken as pointing to 
“ any particular pouring, 

“ Objection : ‘ The particular pouring would be got at from the Pra- 
“ haranai^ 

^ “In reply to this, we have the present which means that the 

’ aghara is not the ^ prahrta * ; because it occurs in a context dealing yvith 
“ the Barga-pat^rnamdsa : and certainly the Praifcarana of one Action can 
“have no application in the case of another, 

“ Objection : ‘ The particular action could be pointed out by means of 
“ proximity.* 

“ In reply to this also we have this same sUtra, — the sense being that 
“ what you say is not possible, because it is only the superior authority of 
“ Syntactical Connection that can establish a relationship with something 
“ not occurring in the same context. And thus there is an agreement be- 
“ tween Syntactical Gonnection and GonteM, the originative sentences 
“ themselves are admitted to have within themselves the mention of the 
“ material and the Deity. It is only wben even a slight detail of the 
“ Action is mentioned, that the character of the Action being thereby duly 
“ ascertained, other details come to be connected with it, in some way or 
“ another. And in the cases in question, we find that in regard to each 
“of the actions, we have such details as ‘ urdhmj etc., and ‘ tandula \ etc. ; 
“whereas we have not the slightest details mentioned in the two 
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“ sentences ^ aghdramagharayati ^ snid ^ agmhotram juhoUJ Consequently 
“ these two sentences cannot but be taken as merely referring to the 
“ former Actions.’* 


SIDDHlKTA. 


Siitra (16): They are in junctions (of independent 
Actions) ; hecause the words distinctly express something 
to be performed ; and the repetition of the same words 
is for the purpose of laying down the accessory details » 


' The Bhashya speaks of the sentences being the Injtmctions of oilier , 
actions ; though what is meant is that they are Injunctions of Actions ; 
hence this assertion of the Bhashya should be taken as shown above (on 
p. 486 of thetet, Translation^ p. 674). 

It is clearly perceived that the words ‘ dgharayati ’ (in ‘ dghdra^ 
mSghdrayati *) and Juhoti \ (in ^ agnihotram juhoH ^), not having their 
Injunctive potency taken up by any other word, cannot but distinctly 
express the injunction of definite actions. Nov can it be urged that the 
actions of ‘ A * and * Ebma’ are already enjoined by the sentences 
^ ardhvamt etc,* and etc. ; because the Injunctive potency of 

these sentences is takeO up by the laying down of the accessories in the 
shape of ^ urdhva * und ^ dadhi *i which are not laid down by any other 
sentence; and as such we cannot very well discard the idea of these 
sentences merely referring (by the words ^ Ggharayafi * and ^ juhoU *) to the 
actions of Aghdra and JSoma (enjoined by the two former sentences). 

Nor is the law of * Qualified Injunction’ (sutra I— iv — 9) applicable to 
these sentences, because of the saving clause ‘ if they are not enjoined hy 
another sentence* It is this that is meant to be shown by the Bhashya 
In the case of the sentences ‘ ilrdhvam, etc* the injunction of the action of the 
Aghdra and JEComa could not be indirectly indicated hy the expressed relationship 
of the ‘ dadhi * and ‘ urdhva * ; because so long as we have direct injunctions of 
these actions (in the sentences ‘ dghdram, etc* and ‘ agnihotram, etc*)^ they 
cannot he taken as indirectly indicated^ etc. And the sense of this is that so 
long as we have direct Injunctions, we cannot have them as indirectly 
indicated by any relationships ; or that so long as we have an Injunction of a 
member of relationship, the other sentences may he taken as laying down 
accessories, and as such we cannot accept mere relationship. Consequently 
it is not possible for the actions of Aghdra and Homa to be indicated by 
the injunctions of relationships, independently of the two sentences 
(* dghdram^ etc/ and ‘ agnihotram, etCi*) ; and as sucli on the mere strength 
of„any. such indication, these latter sentences cannot be taken as mere 
references to previously enjoined actions. 
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I I fc may be argued tbat—^no Injunction could ever give up tbe 

' BJiamna and the Root- meaning, and betake itself to tbe Badhi (as beld 
1 by you)”. This is quite true ; but we do not dissociate the Injunction 

from tbe BTiavand altogether ; what we mean is that tbe accessory — dadhi— 
is touched by tbe Injunction as pertaining to tbe BMvand ; specially as the 
case-ending (in ‘ dadhnd ^) serves to throw that accessory iuto the BMvand. 

Thus then, tbe upshot of all this is that, whenever we come across 
an Injunction of a qualified Action, what we have to consider, in the first 
instance, is what factor of the object of Injunction is such as has been laid 
down elsewhere, and what is not so ; and when this has been duly dis- 
criminated, the Injunction comes to be taken as pertaining wholly to 
that factor which has not been laid down elsewhere; in the case of 
the sentence ^ dadlmd juhoti\ sls the object of injunction is the action of 
Homd as qualified hy Badhi, when we find that the BLoma has already been 
laid down by the sentence * agnihotram juhoti % we conclude the Injunction 
in question to pertain to the Badhi oulj, and the Bhdvand and the Moot- 
meaning (denoted in ^ dadhnd juhoW*) are said to be mere references to 
those enjoined elsewhere; and it is never said that from the very begin- 
ning the sentence ^ dadhnd juhoti^ enjoins only the accessory with 
reference to the previously enjoined Bhdvand emd Moot-meaning. 

Thus then, it is this subsequent restriction of the Injunction with a 
view to explain which, to people of dull intellects, our Author has laid down 
a sort of a rule which is not very accurate ; and some people have been led 
to regard this to be the actual view of the author himself : and as such with 
a view to lead people astray, just as they themselves have been led astray, 
these people laid down the following eight methods of the Direct Injunction 
(of Actions), where the one that follows is held to be weaker in its authority 
than the preceding one! (1) the injunction of the Root-meaning t (2) 
the injunction of the qualified Root-meaning ; (3) the injunction of the 
Root-meaning with reference to something else ; (4) the injunction of the 
qualified Root-meaning with reference to something else ; (5) the injunc- 
tion of something else with reference to the Root-meaning ; (6) the injunc- 
tion of the Relationship of the Root-meaning with the other two ; (7) the in- 
junction of the Relationship of the Afiix as qualified by the Root-meAning 
with the other two; and (8) the injunction of the Relationship of the 
other two, apart from the Root-meaning. 

Now then, as an instance of (1), people cite the sentence ‘ agmhotram 
juhoU\ But this is scarcely correct ; because it is never the case that the 
Injunction renounces the Bhdvand and betakes itself to the Root-meaning ; 
nor does a man ever engage himself with anything other than the 
Bhdvand ; because it is the Bhdvand ^hevem is centred the activity of the 
agent; while the Root-meaning often rests in the Action only; as for 
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instance, fclie offering (winch is the meaning of the Root in rests 

in the o/ (offered) ; and certainly the action of one can 

never he performed by another ; conseqnently it must be admitted that the 
meaning of the Root ’ as qualified by the dadH, efcc., is enjoined only 
as specifying the particular BhdvanU { 2 .xidi. not independently by itself). 
And it has been already explained under sntm II — i*— 1 that the Root- 
meaning is never enjoined as something to he accomplished (but only as an 
Instrument) ; and when it is not an Instrument (but something to be 
accomplished), it does not stand in need of another object to be accom- 
plished ; and as such it could not be enjoined, by any other sentence, with 
reference to any definite Result. 

As an instance of (2), they quote ^ somBna yajefa* ; but here also, in 
accordance with the method laid down under I — i — 25, the Root-meaning 
and the various objects spoken of in the sentence, bearing no definite 
relationship among themselves, just like the ‘ redness,* ‘one year old *, etc. 
in the sentence ‘ arunaya^ etc.,* come to help one another only after they 
have been connected with the Bhdvancb ; as we shall show further on, in 
the beginning of Adhyayas VII and IX ; and as such there can be no 
Injunction of the qualified Root-meaning. And if the ‘ yaga * ' (the Root- 
meaning), having the character of the Instrument towards the Bhdvand^ 
were to be an objective to the material offered, then we would have the 
anomaly pointed out under sutra — 8 ; and hence there can be no 

Injunction of the qualified Root-meaning. 



As an example of (3) they quote ‘ vrlhin prohshaW* ) but in this case 
we are cognisant of no such relationship, as ^ prohshanma vnMn ^ ; (be- 
cause both are kdraJcas and as such cannot be related) and hence both of 
these being related to the sense of ‘ haroti * (the sense of the sentences 
being * prohskaneha vriMn Jcuryat), it is not the meaning of the Root 


proksha ’) that is enjoined, with reference to the vrihi* If its Injunction 
be spoken of as referring to the Bhavand, then such injunction of the 
Bhdvand being present in all cases (there would be no difference in the 
various methods of Injunction) : consequently tlie present method of 
Injunction could not be any weaket*, on the ground of its having a 
qualified object ; and as such there is no reason why it should be given the 
third place. 

As an instance of (4) they cite ‘ dagdpavUrena graham sammdrshti ’ ; 
but the arguments urged against the last two apply to this also ; and 
hence it is not right to accept the Injunction of the qualified Root-meaning 
with reference to something else. 

As an instance of (5) they quote ‘ dadhna juhoti ’ ; but in this case 
also the words do not signify that the person does the dadhi in the JBLoma 
(^dadhi home *); because the Homa is neither expressed by the word, 
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as B> place ; nor is it so, in tlie actual state of tilings ; nor is tlie dadhi some- 
thing to he done, because it has always the cbaracter of tbe Instrument, 
This metliod of Injunction is more authoritative than the two methods of 
qualified Injunction ; because so long as the Injunction of one only is 
possible (as in the present instance), it is not right for it to appertain to 
many ; and as for the anomaly of the Injunction pertaining to something 
removed from it, this is common to both parties ; and as such cannot be 
brought forwai’d against any one party only; and the remote object is ad- 
mitted only because of the impossibility of a more proximate object ; and 
where both (the Remote and the Proximate) are accepted, the anomaly of 
I the simuUaneous acceptance of two contradictory objects, as also of the 
I simultaneous possibility and impossibility of tlie same, would be admitted, 
only because there is no way out of it; and in cases other than these, it 
would not be any more complicated than the Injunction of. the qualified 
Root-meaning ; and as such this should have been placed in the fifth place. 
In fact it should have been mentioned either immediately after the Injunc- 
tion of the pure Root-meaning, or after that of the Root-meaning with 
regard to something else. 

As an instance of (6), they quote ^prohdgau adhvaryave dadati,^ where, 
it is held, the relationship of the Frakdga with the Adhvai'yu is enjoined 
with reference to the meaning of the verb ‘ dadati \ But this is scarcely 
correct ; because such an interpretation bespeaks a sad want of a due un- 
derstanding of the syntax of the sentence ; as- in all sentences that which is 
introduced by the word * yat * is the subject, and that which is mentioned by 
I the word ‘ tat ’ is the Predicate. Consequently, in the sentence in question, 
" if it were meant to enjoin the relationship of the Prnhdga and the J dhvaryu, 
in that which is given (‘ d[add^^ ’), then inasmuch as this latter clause 
would refer to alP V the sentence would come to mean that all 

sacrificial gifts are to be transformed into the PrakS-ga; and as for the 
capability of enjoining more than one thing (i.e., the Adhvaryu and the 
Frakdga), it has not been denied in the case of the action being an en- 
joined one. Whenever a relation is enjoined, it always implies the 
members related ; in the case of the injunction of the Root-meaning, how- 
ever, there is no relative member to be laid down ; for otherwise the 
Relative would be subordinate to the Relationship, and not to the Action. 

Here it may be argued that — “ the affix accompanied by the Root- 
meaning, while laying down the Relationship, would lay it down with refer- 
ence to the Root-meaning.^’ If this be meant, then the next two (7 and 8) 
methods of Injunction would be included in this ; and it would be useless 
to speak of them separately. . Either in the sentence . ‘ vayavyam gveta- 
maldbheta ’ (cited as an instance of 7) or in ^ dadhnBndriyakamasyajuhtiydt ’ 
(cited as an instance of 8), the Affix accompanied by the Root-meaning 
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does not lay down tlie Eelationship ; as a matter of fact, the root ^ alabjia^^ 
being uttered only as a mark of the Primary Sacrifice in question, does 
not in any way help, by its colouring, in the injunction of the Eelationship 
between the material {gveta) and the Deity (Fay w).; nor can this rela- 
tionship be accomplished by means of the root ^ alabha' ; because the 
Deity and the Material appertain to the sacrifice (and not to the Ulamb'ha'na^ 
touching hilling). If, in the accomplishment of the relationship, the Boot 
did anything besides the bringing about of the utterance of the affix, then, 
in the case of the injunction of the Eelationship between the and the 

sense-organs, why should the Homa have been left out? Or again, why 
should the Homa be taken only as pointed out by the context ? Therefore 
we conclude that there can be no injunction of the relationship of something 
else, with reference to the Eoot-meaning. And as shown above, we should 
deny the fact of the Eoot-meaning being a place, and also that of theharaha 
(or thing) being something to be done. And it has already been explained 
that prior to the connection of the Bhdvand, there is no injunction of even 
the Eelationship, with reference to the Eoot-meaning. 

Thus then, we cannot take the sentence as laying down the 
Eelationship with reference to all givings. If the giving be taken as 
qualified by the Adhvaryu, or the Adhvaryu be taken as qualified by the giving^ 
even then, as these would be a qualified reference, there would be a syntac- 
tical split. If the reference be to the Adhvaryu alone, then, though the 
giving would certainly be implied by the Dative ending (in ‘ adhvaryave ^), 


yet, inasmuch as the peculiar relationship between the object given and the 
person receiving the gift would not be possible without the verb * dadati ’, we 
would have to assume the latter ; just as the verb * yajati ^ has to be assumed ' ^ 
from the relationship of a certain material with a Deity ; and hence there 
can be no form of the sentence, wherein there could be a relationship of 
the other two, with reference to the Eoot-meaning. As a matter of fact 
in the case in question, the giving and the Adhvaryu being such as have been 
laid down elsewhere, what the sentence in question does is to laydown only 
the two PrdkHgas; and in this case the injunction of the Eelationship is 
implied ; and hence it is not right to bring this forward as a distinct 
method of Injunction, This will be further explained under the 
< Jdghanyadhikarana ’ (sutras III — iii — 20-22), where it is shown that where 
out of two things, any one is such as has not been previously laid dowr, 
it is this latter that is enjoined with reference to the former (which 
been enjoined elsewhere), and their Eelationship is implied; — while in a 
case where both are sncli as have been laid down elsewhere, or where none 
of them is so, we have the injunction of the Eelationship only. 

In all these three (the sixth, the seventh and the eighth) cases, the fact 
of the Eelationship being impli|^4J3iytiifi Affix is common; and as such there 
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can be DO difference in tbe strength or weakness of their anthorityr Nor 
is it possible for us ever to be faced by a contradiction of these three 
methods, when all of t]>em happen to apply to the same cases— where a 
knowledge of their comparative 'strength or weakness could be of use to 
ns ; and hence the mention of these in a definite order does not serve any 
useful purpose. 

Thus then, in all cases, we must, in accordance with the present 
Adhiharana, admit the injunction to be of the qualified Bhnvani^ ; nnd 
whatever else may be found to be mentioned in the Bhashya^ it must be 
taken only as a means of making clear, to the dull intellect, what is not 
easily intelligible to it in the strictly accurate form. 

The mention of ‘proximity’ and ‘remoteness’ is with reference to the 
fact of the objects spoken of being the qualifications of the Bhdvand, 
wherein the injunction all along rests. 

Question : “ How could the Bhdvand be enjoined when it is already laid 
down by another sentence ? ” 

Answer : The Bhdvand qualified (as it is in the sentence in question) 
has never been laid down before j and hence it would be in the qualified 
form that the Bhdvand would be enjoined ; and what it really comes to is 
that the Injunction is for the sake of the qualification, as we shall explain 
later on. 

Objection : “ In that case, the injunctive word not functioning over the 
“ qualifications, if it were to lay them down through the Bhrivand, then, even 
“ in thecuse of the injunction of an action that has already been laid down, 
“it could lay down many qualifications, in the same manner as it does in 
“ the case of an action never laid down before ; and as such a case would 
“ not be amenable to the law that ‘when an action has been enjoined, what- 
“ ever is mentioned is for its sake, and hence particular qualifications would 
“ be mentioned for particular actions.’ ” 

Bpply : This does not affect our position ; because even though the in- 
junctiveness appertains to the BMvana, there is always a distinction made 
as to whether it is for the sake of tliat Bhdvand only (or for that of some- 
thing else) ; audit is only when there are many qualifications that thei*e 
occurs a split of the sentence. That is to say, in a ease where the In- 
junctiveness pertaining to the is taken as being for the sake of 

the Bhdvand itself, the injunction of the qualification comes to be 
implied by it; and in this case we do not perceive any syntactical split. 
When, however, the Injunnctivness is ascertained to be for the soke of the 
qualification of the Bhdvand^ then, inasmuch as this would entail the rernovo], 
to a distance, of the Bhdvand^ which naturally has had a proximate position, 
— there being a contoct of many qualifications, the injunction could be of 
that qualification alone, for wliose sake it would have been ascertained to 
87 
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be, and not; of an j otlier, even tliongh tliis latter may be located in tbesame 
^lace,— just as tbe eye does not pertain to touch, etc. ; and thus there 
•wonld be tbe necessity of splitting up the sentence into various sentenceSv 
And we bave already shown that even thongb tbe Injnnctiveness, in all 
cases, extends over the same place, yet, in point of fact, it is actually 
movinty from one place to the other, and resting itself upon one object after 
the other. And thus we do not find any incongruity in this. 

As for the objection that in tbe case of the injunctions of tbe AVhyu^ 
diteshti and the Prdhdga^ there would be the anomaly of tlje Injunction 
serving various purposes, — this is applicable to all parties ; and as to how 
it does not apply to us, we shall show under the sections ti'eating of those 
subjects. 

[The Vartiha t\ow proceeds to deal with certain questions and answers 
set forth in the BhdshyaJ] 

(The author has declared that the sentences ‘ dadhna juhoti etc.* serve 
the purpose of laying down the qualification of the Bhdvand of Huma, 
and on this the objector puts the question). 

“ The qualifying word might very well qualify the object denoted by it ; 
hid as a matter of fact^ we do not^ in the case in question, perceive any 
'^functioning of the qualification. And tbe sense of this is that so long as tbe 
" qualification is not directly laid down, the Agent could not engage iiim- 
“ self in it ; and as such even if he would perform the particular 
sacrifice, without taking any notice of that qulification, he would feel 
that he had done his work.** 

In reply to this objection, the Author puts the question — What would 
happen then ? And this question refers to the fact of tbe Injunction being 
in the form of a sentence. The author proceeds to make his point clear 
by adding— though the qualification would he inoperative, the meaning of 
the word would he duly ascertained. This latter sentence of the Bhashya 
may also be taken as emanating from the objector, who is cogitating over 
the matter in his own mind. 

It is with a view to this that we have the next Question and Answer, 

Question : “ What would he the use of the proximity of the word denoting 
" the qualification (when the Qualification will have been expressed by the 
“ Injunction) ? ” 

(And the answer to this is that it may he taJcen as uffeless). 

Question : '' How can a word of the Veda he useless ? This question 
“ refers to sutra I — ii — 8,** 

Answer ; When there is actually no use, what else could we say ? And the 
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inner piirport of this is tliatitis the objector who makes tbe word nselex'^s, 
by denying all functioning of the qualification. According to oui* theory, it 
serv’es a distinctly useful purpose ; and as such it canDpt be said to be 
useless,.' * ■ ^ . 

Ohj action : In. that case the injunction of the qualification would rest, 

“ upon the authority of syntax ^ — that is to say even tliough the Injunction^ 

“ pertaining to the qualified BJidvanS, is a direct one, yet, in the way you 
put it, it would come to rest upon the authority of the syntax!^ 

Answer: So long as we have a certain fact expressed hy direct Assertion^ 
we do not have recourse to the implications of the syntax ;~~that is to say, we 
may have that (t.e., Bhavand) itself as the object of the Injunction, 
through which the Qualifications come to be enjoined. 

Objection: True ^ it is so ; hit when that Bhavand is not meant to he 

enjoined^ then we could have the Qualification as the object of the Injunction. 

“ In support of this the transference of the Injunctive potency will, be 
** dealt with under the pistol’ (I— iv— 9).’’ 

Answer: Why should it not he meant to he enjoined f This question is 
put with a touch of pity for the opponent ; or it may be taken as an 
assertion of tlie Author himself. 

The Bhdshya concludes — Thus it is proved that the repetition of ‘ dadhnd 
juhoti ^ is for the purpose of laying down the qualifying materials^ The sense 
of this is that, ‘ hecu'use of its proximity ^ because of the fact of . tlie 
qualification having entered into the Bhavand., it becomes an object of 
Injunction; or tha>t because of the proximity of Qualification, there is si 
transference of the. In junctive Potency ; or that because of the "pi oximity 
of the Injunction (by another sentence) of the JShdvand a^d the Boot- 
meaning (of ^juhoti *), the Injunction Xin the sentence in question) js tha^ 
of the Qualification, specially as there is no incompatibility between 'lllrect 
Assertion and Syntax. 

Says the Bhdshyd — The utterance of f jTxhoiii’ (in the sentences ^dadhnd 
juhoti \ etc.) is with a view to referring to the previously enjoined Soma, for 
the purpose of connecting it with the materials (dadhi, etc.). Though the 
mention of the word ^juhoti’ was quite clear, yet the Author has 
explained it only with a view to show that by that he refers to all verbs 
under similar circumstances (for instance, ^ dghdrayati ’ and the rest). 

Question: If the word ^ juhoti'^ only serves to refer to the Soma, hy 
** what word is the qualifying material enjoined ? 

Ansiver: You should not run away with the idea that I declare it to he 
enjomed hy the word * dadhi \ This hearing of the sentence is to be ex- 
plained in the maimer shown under the Adhikarana on ‘ Vajapeya ’ (I-r-iv 
— 6-8), The answer is that in the word ^juhoti ’ (iu ‘ dadhnd juhoti ’) the 
affix serves tbe purposes of enjoining, (the qualifying mate;rial);^ and it is 


692 ^AKTRA-YARTIKA. ADH. H— PAi)A ll— ADHI (5). 

only the Root that serves to refer to a previous Homa^ (and thus there is no 
difficuRy about the said Injunction). 

; If the words are injunctive, when the object in question has 
already been laid down, why should they heponounced again f Tliat is to say, 
when the Bh&vand has already been previously enjoined, how can there 
**be another Injunction (of the same) 

Answer 1 The words are pronounced again for the purpose of laying down 
what is expressed hy the whole sentence dadhnd juhofi *). Inasmuch as the 
material dadhi is expressed by the single word ‘ dadhi' it cannot be said 
to be expressed by tlie sentence ; and hence what the answer means is that 
what is enjoined is the Bhnvana as qualified hy dadhi (as it is this that is 
actually expressed by the sentence in question). 

Thus then we conclude that the sentences * agnihotram juTioti ’ and 
^aghnramttghdrayati^ are the injunctions of Actions. This should be ex-* 
plained in tlie same way as we have pointed out above (^ea?^, p. 486, 

^ation, p. 674) with regard to the ^ upangu \ 

[We now proceed to meet the arguments brought forward by the 

VUrvapahsha"]. 

(1) As for the names ‘ Agnihotra* and ‘ Aghi^ra they can be explained 

as serving the purpose of pointing out the peculiarity indicated by the 
verbs ^juhotV and ‘ dgh^rayati* j and in the present instance, they serve to 
distinguish the two actions in question from all other actions (of Moma 
and JgMra), on the ground of these two being enjoined. ♦ 

(2) As for the absence of the accessory details (as urged under sutra 
15), we find that the Material and the Deity ai’e distinctly pointed out by 
the context. Nor can it be urged that there being no method mentioned in 
the injunctive sentence (there would be no context) ; because no such method 
would be looked for until the relationsiiip with tlie Result had been estab- 
lished. 

(3) Nor is it impossible for us to have the Injunction of the Result 
with regard to an Action of which the Material and the Deity have not 
been laid down. Because the Eesult might very well be laid down with 
regard to the Boma only, of which the Material and the Deity might be 
mentioned later on ; and there would he no incongruity in this. 

(4) As a matter of fact, in similar cases, we do admit of reference to 
previously enjoined actions. But the acceptance of this Reference always 
depends upon the fact of the action referred to being one that has been 
already enjoitied (or mentioned) ; and as such it always stands in need of 
recognising the Action as the same as that which has been previously 
enjoined. 

(5) The mere fact of the Aghdra being mentioned in another JPra- 
harana does not do away with all the intervening PraJcaranas of the ighata. 
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BeoRTiBe even in tlie case of tbe Ighnra (as laid down by the sentence 
^ aghd^ramaghamyati ^), tbe conjugational affix always raises in ns a desire 
to know tbe Object, tbe Instrument and tbe Method of tbe Action ; and Iience 
it is quite possible for tbe Material and tbe Deity to be indicated by tbe 
PraJcarana (as tbe said desire could be fulfilled only by an indication of 
these). 

Then again, your theory would necessitate tbe assumption of many un- 
seen factors. Because you make each of the sentences — ‘ dadhna juhoti, etc* 
and ‘ tlrdh vamaghn my ati, etc J — lay down an independent Action ; and we do 
not find any deity laid down either for tbe JBToma oi Badhi, or for tbe 
urdhva tighara, etc ; and in tbe case of the sentence ^ urdhvamdgha^^ayuti^ 
tbe material too is not mentioned ; and inasmuch you bold each of them 
to be the injunction of an independent action, they could not be taken 
as laying down tbe maimaZs, etc., for one another. 

For these reasons it must be as we have put it. 

(6) It has been argued above that in the sentence ‘ agnihotram juhotij 
if tbe first word were to express an action, then, inasmuch as an 
Action could never be the objective, the accusative ending (in \agni‘ 
hotram *) would be wholly inexplicable. In reply to this we urge that an 
Action can be tbe objective of such verbs as * ’ (determination) 

and tlie like; and as such tbe accusative ending in ‘ agnihotrom'* could 
be explained as with reference to tbe ‘determination’ implied by tbe 
word ^julioti ’ ; and as such there is nothing incongruous in tbe accusative 
endiingixi^ agnihotr am \ 

OhjecHon: “In connection with AgniJiotra, we find tbe sentences — 
“ ‘ yadagtiaye ca jprajdjpatayB ca sdyamjuhoti \ and * yatsuryaya cct prajojpntayB 
“ra pratiih^ I and inasmuch as these distinctly lay down more than one 
“Accessory (Deity) for the Action, it becomes open to tbe arguments 
“ brought forward under siitrall — ^ii— 6, In fact some people actually 
“ admit this as an inevitable fact. And it is only thus that we have a dis- 
“tinction between tbe Agnihotra offered in the morning and that offered 
“in the evening,”— a distinction which is clearly pointed out by tbe 
“injunction that ‘the offering in the evening should not be precisely tbe 
“ same as that offered in the morning.’ liTor, in this case, as in the case of 
“tbe using of tbe various vessels at the JyoUshtoma, can tbe evening 
“ Agnihotra be taken as a part of tbe morning one - because each of these 
“is found to be complete by itself. It is thus alone that it becomes 
“possible for tbe whole procedure of tbe morning offering to be repeated 
“wholly in the evening offering, ex:actly as in tbe case of tbe ‘Darpa* 
Pnrnamasad Otherwise tbe single performance of tbe procedure in tbe 
“morning would have sufficed for tbe evening offering also, in accordance 
“with tbe law laid down under X — iii — 1-12. Nor is there any useful 
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“ purpose served by making tlie two one and tbe same. Hence 

“ we conclude iliat tlie sentence ‘ aynihotram j uJioti ’ is a reference to tlie two 
“offei'ings collectively (thougli it may not be one to the Homas laid down 
“ by the sentences ^ dadhna juhoti^ etc.’) ” 

To this we make the following reply : 

We do not find any useful purpose served by such reference to the 
two offerings collectively ; and as for their unification in the sentence 
laying down their performance, we could get hold of one, exactly as we do 
in the case of the ‘ Rnjasuya.^ That is to say, the reference to a numher of 
actions collectively is always based upon tlie fact of their unification ex- 
pressed in words that speak of them collectively 5 and in the same manner, 
we could also in the case in question have a reference to the two Agnihotra 
offerings necessitated by such unification, in the sentence f agnihotramjuhvynt 
svargakamah ’ (and the necessary reference having been accomplished hy this 
sentetice, there is no use of having them referred to again by the sentetice 
‘ agnihotram juhoti ’). And just as in the case of a Eajasnya, all necassary 
reference is accomplished by the single sentence ^rlijasUyBna sv^rdjyaMmo 
yajetQf \ and no other sentence is wanted for the reference, -^so would it 
also be in the case of tbe Agnihotra, 

Objection : “ Ip. that case, inasmuch as the name ^ Agnihotra * would 
“ apply to al) Homas, the Result, B[faven, metitioned in the sentence %gniho^ 
*^tram juhnyfit svargahSmah* wonld to all these Homas j and con- 

“seqnently those ffooias that are offerc‘V ^^nto Fires other than those 
“used at the Agnihotra would become endowed with the character of 
“aPptnary Sacrifice,” . • 

Ee^ly: But by what ■ means would this primary character of such 
]Somd$ be set aside by the mere fact of the word ‘ agnihotram ' serving the 
only purpose of a collective reference to the Jffomas (mentioned in the 
sentences * dadhna juhoti, etc,' ? In the case of the sacrifices called by the 
names ‘ Paurnamdsya ' and ‘ Ammasyd% we find that the requisite differ- 
entiation is made by the Fires specified by these names; and there is no 
such means of differentiation in the case in question. 

Qriestion : “ The name ‘ Agnihotra^ may be taken as Hhat wherein the 
offering is made to Ag^ii and this would serve as a differentiating charac- 
teristic.” 

Answers That will not do; because even those Eomas that are offered 
into other Fires have the same Agni for their Deity. And further, this 
interpretation would land you in another difficulty : namely, that the 
morning libations of the Agnihotra being offered (to Surya and Prajapatir 
and not to Agni) would cease to be directly called ‘ Agnihotra \ and as such 
would become a mere auxiliary to the Agnihotra. 

Thus then, we find that whether we take the word ‘ Agnihotram* as a 


mere reference to the other JSomas or not, it does not mahe any differehce 
with regard to the objection urged above (as to tlie primary character of 
all Homas). As a matter of fact, if the Homas offered into other Fires be 
different from the Agnihotra, or if in all Fires (that of the Agnikotra as also 
the other fires) the same action (of offering) be repeated,— in any case, all 
that the word ^agnihotra^ would express would be (1) a proximity (to the 
action laid down by the originative Injunction), (2) the presence of Fire, and 
(3) the character of Homa; and hence all the Homas that would fulfill 
these three conditions would he related to the particular Result, and would 
all equally have the primary chai’acter. 

Thus it is that, according to certain the word ^ Agnihotra^ 

is applied to all these Homas ; for we find that having laid down four 
libations each in the Garhaf aiya and the AmaMryapacanvya Fires, and 
two in the Ahavanlya Fire, they sum up all these in the sentence ‘ one who 
knowing this perforins this fully equipped grand Agnlhotra^ etc., etc/ 

For these reasons, the sentence ‘ agnihotram juhoti\ having no other 
useful purpose to serve, must he taken as the true Injunction of the Action 
(of Aijnihotra), And thus alone would it be possible for ns to take the 
sentences laying down tlje libations into the G^rhapatya, etc., as pointing 
out the accessories (in the shape of the various Fires) of the Agmhotra, 
just like the sentences ‘ dadhna juhoti, eto .^ ; and thereby we would have 
done away with all grounds for taking those libations as Actions different 
from the Agmhotra ; because in all these libations we recognise the same 
original action of the Agmhotra, 

Question : ‘‘ Inasmuch as all these Fires appertain to the same Action, 
“ why should not they he taken as optional alternatives, just like the 
maievhils dadhi, tandula, etc, ? 

To this some people make the following reply: “They are not so 
“ taken, in consideration of certain transcendental uses ; that is to say, 
“inasmuch as the libation could be poured on the bare ground, with- 
“ out any particular receptacle, in the shape of a duly sanctified Fire, the 
“specification of the Fire must be taken as with a view to certain tran- 
“ scendental results; and as many such results could be possible, the Homa 
“ is repeated in each of the Fires (and not in one only) 

We do not accept this explanation ; because if such be the case, then 
there would be nothing to preclude the presence of the Ahavamya Fire at 
the libation that is laid down to he offered at the place where the cow with 
which tlie Soma has l>een purchased puts its seventh step (because iuthis 
case also a transcendental result could be possible). It may be argued 
that in this latter case Homa is mentioned only once, and hence tlie Fire is 
precluded from the ‘ seventh step Libation’; becmlse its presence would 
necessitate an unwarranted repetition of the JBbma ; but then the same 
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said of the case in question also (because in tbis also tbe number 
of libations is specified). Hence the explanation giyen does not save ns 
from 1 saving to take the various Fires as optional alternatives. 

Tlieref ore the only ground that we have for taking all these 
into the various Fires as collectively forming the ‘ J.^m^o^m nies in the 
sentence ‘ the fully equipped grand Agnlhotra^ etc./ and also in the law 
laid down under 6'wtra XII —iii — 30. 

Otherwise/if the transcendental result wei^e the only ground, the 
particular Apurm^ or transcendental result, would follow from the Fires 
only when these would be made the receptacles of the offerings ; and as 
the place of the receptacle would be occupied by one Fire, there could be 
no I'oom for any other. That is to say, though the presence of the Fire 
may be for the sake of certain transcendental results, yet, on account of 
the Locative ending (in the word expressive of the Fires), such results 
could be accomplished by the Fire being made the receptacle of the offering ; 
and then, as the receptacle is a visible thing, so long as the place would he 
occupied by one Fire, there would be no room for another ; and hence in 
tbis case the various Fires cannot but be taken as optional alterimtives. 

Question: “ Why cannot the various Homas be taken as different ao- 
“ tions, on tbe ground of the differences in the number of libations, just as 
“we have iu tbe case of t\iQ Bmitenoe ^ Hsr a ^hutirjuhoti^ 

Ansiver: This cannot be ; because it is aft^r the complete action of 
the Agnihofra has been duly laid down by the originative Injunction 
agnihotram juhoH^) and comprehended as such,— that the other 
sentences laying down the number of libations into the various Fires come 
up as subsequent corollaries to the original Injunction. It is only when the 
number appears in the originative Injunction that it serves to differentiate 
the Action referred to — as in the case of the sentence ‘ tisrak^ etc.’ In the 
case iu question, however, the number appears after tbe Action has been 
fully comprehended ; and as such it can only be made np by so many 
repetitions of the same action,— as in the case of the ‘eleven pravajas ’ • 
and it cannot serve the purpose of making the Actions themselves radically 
different. Hence we conclude that in all the various Fires, tbe same 
action of the Agnihotra is repeated a certain number of times. 

It has been urged above that — “ the sentetice ^yadagnaye, etc.’, and 
* yatsuryayat etc.’, serving many purposes, form independent injunctions 
of Actions. ” 

In reply to this we urge that the times (morning and evening) of 
tbe Libations having been already enjoined by the sentences ‘ stiyam juhdi ’ 
and ^ frdtarjuhoU \ all that the sentences in question do is to refer to the 
same times witli the sole view of pointing out the Deities to whom the 
several Libations are to be offered. 
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Ohjeotioni that case, as these sentences would refer to the 
“ Libations as qualified by the pax'ticular times, there would be a syntae- 
‘‘ tical split.’* 

EejpZy : Not so ; because the Action (Libation) being pointed out by 
the Context, what the sentences do is to lay down the Deities with reference 
to the time only ; and as the time cannot by itself be related to the Deities, 
we connect the Deities with the time as affected hy the Action ‘pointed out hy 
the Context (and hence there is no actual reference to the Action qualified 
by the Time, that would bring about the split). Or, the mention of the 
time (in the sentences ^ yadagnaye^ etc,’) may be taken as serving the 
purpose of indirectly recalling tlie original Hbwa, which is wanted by 
the peculiar character of the receiver of a gift in which the Deities 
enjoined are represented in the sentences (where the words express- 
ing them have the Dative ending), (as without an offering of the 
Homa, this character of the Deities would not be possible) ; and 
certainly when the J3owa is only indicated, it cannot lead 

to any split in the sentence; nor does the time * evening’ indicate a 
performance at any other time ; hence we conclude the sentences to 
mean only that ‘of the evening Libation Agni and Prajapati, and of 
the morning one Surya and Prajapati, would be the deities,’ (and they 
do not lay down independent Actions). 

Objection : “ Thus too, inasmuch as each of these sentences would 
“lay down two deities, there would certainly be a syntactical split in 
“them (because that would necessitate a double functioning of the same 
“ injunctive sentence).” 

Beply : Not so : Some people offer the following explanation : ‘ Because 
the words expressing the two Deities have the same case-ending i it is 
“ only when there is a diversity of case-endings that there is a difference 
“ in the functioning of the In junctive sentence ; so long as the case-ending 
“remains the same, even if there be a thousand objects to be laid down, 
“ they are all amenable to a single syntactical operation,’ 

^ But against this explanation, we urge the following: When a single 
case-ending happens to be connected with many words, it cannot be 
enjoined except by the Injunctive Affix being repeated over and over 
again (and this would entail different Injunctive operations). That is to 
say, the case is signified by the termination ; and where there is a single 
termination, as in the case of Agnlshoma, there is a single operation of the 
Injunctive affix ; in a case, however, where a single case happens to be 
mentioned by many words, each having a distinct termination with itself, 
— as in the case of the sentence in question ‘ agnayB ca prajdpataye ca’^ 
inasmuch as it is not possible for the Affix to take up both at one and 
the same time, it must be admitted that Agni and Prajapati are taken up 
88 
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Iby tlie Affix, separately, one after the other (the sentence being construed 
as ‘ agnaye juhoti, prajapataye juhoti \ As a rule, the case-ending employs 
the Affix (Injnnotive) for the purpose of taking up the object denoted by 
the noun ; and hence when the case-ending is pronounced more than once, 
it cannot but employ the Affix more than once; and thus there is a 
repetition of the Affix (which brings about the syntacfcical split urged by 
the opponent). 

Thus then, the explanation given above not meeting the objection, we 
offer the following: Both the sentences in question lay down Prajapati 
alone; because Agm and Surya^ as deities of the Agnihotm^ are pointed out 
by the very ma^iras laid down by the sentences as to be employed at the 
'morning and evening offerings ^ suryo jyoUh^ ^ agnirjyoti'k^ 

etc/). And the Deities having been laid down by these mantras^ ihej are 
mentioned again in the sentences in question, which lay P raja fati as 

the Deity, only by way of an eulogy * an offering to Agnl and Burya 
is as good as that to Prajdpatzt^)^ Though the Bhashjra has cited these 
sentences under swira I—iv— -4, as laying down the, four Deities of 
the Agnihotra, yet the quotation must be taken only as showing that 
the sentences also serve to recall the Deities pointed out by the 
mantras; because it is thus alone that we are saved from a needless 
repetition of the Injunctions contained in the mantras. Otherwise in 
the meeting of the arguments brought forward under sutra I — ii — 31, 
we would have to undergo the trouble of taking the sentence ‘ yadagnaye, 
etc/ either as the Injunction of an accessory detail, or as a Parisanhhyd^ 
or as an Artliavdda, For these reasons, we conclude that in the case in 
question there is no syntactical split. 

It has been argued above that — “ we do not conceive of the morning 
‘‘and evening libations as the parts of any single action (and hence they 
“ must be taken as distinct actions)/’ 

But the non-recognition of these as such parts is due to the fact 
of all the accessory details of the one being repeated in toto in the 
other; just as in the case of the Ddhshay ana movifice (though as a mat- 
ter of fact they together form a single action spreading over the two 
times). 

Ohjeotion: “In that case, all the accessory actions of the morning 
“and evening libations being exactly the same, they would be identical, 
“ and as such they would be optional alternatives ; and the Agnihotra 
“ would be performed either in the morning alone, or in the evening alone, 
and not at both times/* 

. ' P&ply : It is not so ; because the Agnihotra has been laid down as to 
be perfoi’raed ‘throughout one’s life’; and when one has offered the 
evening libation, if he lives till the morning, it behoves him to offer the 
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morning libatioD also, because all the conditions present in the preceding 
evening, present themselves again. 

Objection: ‘‘True; it may he in this manner; hnt the difficulty is 
“that, inasmuch as the same operation is to be performed both in 
“ the morning and in the evening, when the evening operation is being 
“ performed, if during that performance something untoward happens to 
“ the s acr ill cer, then lie must, somehow or other, perform the morning 
“one also; because thus alone could he be saved from the sin of leaving 
“incomplete an action that had been begun. When, however,— like the 
“ performance of the Jyotishtoma in the spring,— the evening operation is 
“duly finished, then there is no necessity of performing the morning 
“one. And further, an action that is done with, a definite result in view, 
“must be performed, by one desiring that result, as fully equipped with 
“all its accessories; and ou this score too, it would be a matter of option 
“ whether the Action is performed in the morning or in the evening. In 
“accordance with the theory that the same action is repeated at the two 
“times, it becomes necessary for the performer to complete all the 
“ accessories, at botli times. In any case, how can we escape from the 
“ fact of the two libations being optional alternatives ? ” 

Be^ly : We do not take them as alternatives because of the fact of the two 
libations being distinctly mentioned in the Veda as together constituting 
a single Action ; for instance, having begun with ^ pravargyo va eshah ’ the 
Veda goes on to say ‘ sa mi say am ca pratagcajuhoti Even when the 

two Libations are taken as distinct Actions, the fact of their being taken 
together would be based upon the word ‘ ca ’ in the sentence. Nor 
would such conjunction of the two necessitate their performance in close 
proximity with each other ; because the text quoted does not lay down 
a conjunction of the times of their performance ; and hence there is no 
incongruity in the matter. That is to say, the times being laid down in 
the sentences, all that the text quoted does is to point out the fact of the 
two Actions together going to form a single Action ; and hence there is no 
syntactical split. Therefore we conclude that it is the same action that 
is repeated at both times (and it is these two repetitions that are con- 
jointly called ‘ 

It has been urged above that “these two libations being subsidiaries 
“ (to the Agnihotra), they could not be performed separately by them- 
“selves.’^ 

But this does not affect onr case ; because when the Action is 
laid down with I’eference to a time, then alone does it require a full 
connection with all its subsidiaries ; hence when the Evening Libation 
appears as the Primary Sacrifice, then the subsidiaries that aid in its 
performance are those that are possible at that time, and none else; 
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■because of tlie non-affinity of these (to the Evening Libation) ; similarly 
also with the Morning Libation; and hence there is a repetition of 
the subsidiaries (as it happens that the same subsidiaries are possible at 
both times). 

It has been urged that “there is no useful purpose served by the 
theory of the present Siddhanta.” 

In reply to this we point out that in ‘connection with the ^ Kunda- 
^ayinamayana^^ we find the sentence ^ masamagnihotra'm juTiotV ] and as 
this sentence apparently lays down a single Action, we naturally look out 
for only one method of procedure ; and hence what we would take up are the 
accessories either of the Evening Libation alone or of the Morning Liba- 
tion alone ; and as such we would perform but once every day during the 
month, the Action with a single set of accessories (this would be the case 
if the evening Libation were an action totally different from the morning 
one). When, however, the two libations are the same (being repetitions 
of the same act) the Agnihotra that we would perform in connection with 
the Kun^apaymd-mayana would be exactly the original one it would 

be performed both morning and evening, not only once). 



ADHIKARANA (6), 


{TreaUng of the fact of the ^Pagu^ and the ^ Soma ^ being indejpendent 

Actions.'] 

Sutra {17) : Because of the connection with certain 
"materials the words ^ pa<^u, etcA and ^ soma^ etcJ contain 
injunctions; as in the context the mention of the mere 
material would he useless— specially hecause the words 
do not serve the purpose of laying down accessory 
materials^ 

[(1) We have a sentence ^ pagumalahheta^ ; and in continuation of this 
we have the sentences ^ hrdayasydgre^ vadyati, atha jihvdyd atha vakshasah' 
(2) Then again we have the sentence somena yajetaf and in its con- 
tinuation, tlie sentences ‘ aindravdyavam grhndti, maitrdvarunam grhnati^ 
etc/ And the question that arises is this : Is ‘ dlahhMta ’ a mere reference 
to the actions laid down bj ^avadyati-? and is ^yajeta^ a mere reference 
to those laid down by ‘ grhnUti * ? or do they lay down independent 
actions by themselves ?] 

The case of ‘jsapw’ is mentioned first, because it is the more 
difficult to be explained. As a matter of fact, in the sentence * pagum, etc/, 
there are two words that are suspected of being mere references to a 
number of actions taken collectively ; these words are *pagu% and the 
root *yaji^ (to sacrifice) which (though not actually present in the sen- 
tence) is implied by the relationship of the pagti, with the deity Agnl- 
shoma; because the sentence agntshomiyam pagumdlabheta*) in its 
complete form would be in the form of ‘ agmshomzyena pagund yajeta ’ 
whereof one part is directly mentioned, while another is only 
inferred (from the relationship mentioned in it). Thus then, the form 
of the question too becomes this; Is the word ‘jpapw’ a mere reference 
to the ^hrdayaj etc/, and the word ^yaji* to the sacrifices implied 
by the word ‘ avadyatV ? or do they lay down an independent ^ ydga^ and 
pagu (as its material), the other sentences only serving to point out their 
accessory details ? 

In the same manner, the question with reference to the other set of 
sentences is this : Is the word ^yUjefa'* a mere reference to the sacrifice 
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implied by the relationship of the material and the Deity, as mentioned in 
the sentences ^ aindramy mam, etc.’, and the word ^ soma ^ to the juice 
used at those sacrifices ? or the sentence * somenayajeta ’ lays down an in- 
dependent action together with the material to be used in it ? 

The Bh^sliya hBjS said: Kimavadyatigrl^n^Uhliyam coditanam harma- 
wam, etc. But, inasmuch as the actions o£ ^ amdyatV and ^ grhnaW^ 
are not synonymous with ‘ sacrifice we must take the Bhdshya as refer- 
ring to those actions that ai'e inferred from the relationship of the actions 
of ^ avadyati ^ and ^ gfhnati^^ and which are laid down by means of the 
conjugational affixes in these two verbs. And as a matter of fact, the word 
‘ alahhBta ^ also serves the purpose of indicating the sacrifice that is implied 
hj f>\\e action oi ^ Hlahhati ^ (killing) . 

Or, it may be that no mention is made by the Bhashya of the fact 
of the action of ^ avadyati^ indicating the sacrifice at all; what then 
is meant to be the question is as to whether the word ^dlahhati^ 
(* = killing^) is a mere reference to the ^ hilling^ implied by the 
action of ‘ dvadyati^ ( = cutting) ; — and the fact of each of these pieces 
cut being related to a definite deity leads to the inference of so 
msbuy sacrifices , — or the ’ mentioned by ^ cllahheta ^ leads to the 

inference of a single sacrifice of the Pacu ? In the same manner, in 
the case of the other sentence, does the ^ sacrifice ’.(indicated by the word 
‘ gfhnati ’) consist in the mere ‘ holding ’ (‘ graTiana ’) of the material ? In 
this manner the words of the Bhashya, embodying the question, could be 
taken literally. 

On this question, then, we have the following ; — 

PUEYAFAKSHA. 

“ The words in question are mere references to a number of actions 
‘‘ taken collectively. 

“ Because, as in the case of the sentences ‘ yaddgneyoshtalca^alah, etc.” 
“ the real end of the sentence is not served until the ‘ sacrifice ’ has been 
“ inferred (because the Cake cannot be spoken of as ‘ agneya \ until it has 
“ been offered in sacrifice to the Deity Agni),— so also, in the case of the 
“sentences ^ aindravayam^ etc.’, their full signification would not be 
“ accomplished until they implied a ‘ sacrifice’ (at whichjthe /Sowa would 
“be o:fiered to Indra-Yayu, when i. alone it could be spoken of as 
“ ‘ aindravayavam ’). That is to say, the relationship of the Deity and the 
“ material mentioned in the word ‘ aindravayavam ’ cannot be complete 
“ until a ‘ sacrifice ’ has been implied ; and so long as the sentence itself is 
“ not complete, it cannot stand in need of any other sentence (in the shape 
“ of ‘ somdna yajeta for which, according to the Siddhanta, it would lay 
“ down an accessory detail) ; and as such the sacrifice mentioned by the 
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‘Vsentence ^ somma yajefa^ GOuld not jet come in as tlie ^ sacrifice ’ songlit 
“ after ; nor, on the other hand, wonld it he possible for the sentences 
yaindravmjam^ etc.’ to lay down the Deities for the sacrifice laid down by 
“ the sentence ‘ somBna yajeta which, having no Deity mentioned, is 
“ wanting in an accessory detail. When, however, the sentences ' aindra- 
^^ vUyavam^ etc.’ have implied a ‘ saorifice then, inasmnch as one ‘ sacrifice ’ 
“ cannot serve as the accessory detail of another sacrifice, we are forced to 
“admit that that spoken of in the sentence ^ somma yajeta ’is a mere 
“reference to those sacrifices that have been laid down in the context (by 
“ the sentences ‘ aindravayavam grknditi, etc.’). 

i “ As for the anomaly of having to accept a qualified Injunction, this is 
■j“ found in your theory also ; because, according to you also, what is enjoined 
i“is the sacrifice at which Boma is the material offered. In fact you have to 
'“admih.a qualified iujiinction in the case of the as well as in 

“ the case, of' the /I sentences ; whereas we have to admit it 
“only in the latter; and this makes a vast difference between our 
“ positions. 

“ Further, the kind of Action that you will seek to have enjoined (by 
“the sentence ^ somena yajeta') can never form the object of an Injunc- 
“ tion, as we have shown above, in connection with the Agnihotra^ where 
“ it has been pointed out that the injunctive potency pertains directly to 
“ the directly-mentioned material {soma) ; and as such the sentence could 
“ not serve the purpose of enjoining the sacrifice ; and as such we cannot but 
“admit the ' yuyV ’ (in ‘yayeia’) to be a mere reference to certain pre- 
“ viously mentioned sacrifices ; what, then, the sentence does, in connection 
“ with the said sacrifices, is to specify the material (soma), which had been 
generally implied by the verb ‘ grhnatiJ Or, it may be that the Soma-jmce 
“ being mentioned by certain auxiliary sentences in the same context — such, 
“ for instance, as ‘ somam hrinati \ ‘ sorntamahhishunotij * somampavayatij 
“etc.’,— it is with reference to thh juice, that we have the Injunctions in 
, “ the word ‘ grhnati ’ ; and thus then, Boma cannot be the object of Injunc- 
.“tion (in the sentence ' somena yajeta and consequently, inasmuch as 
“ the word ^ so7na ’ has the Instrumental-ending it becomes co-extensive (or 
“ synonymous) with the ‘sacrifice’ which is the material Instrument (in 
“the accomplishment of the result) ; hence in accordance with sutra 
“ I— iv— 4, the word * soma ’ becomes the name of the sacrifice (the mean- 
' “ ing of the sentence thus being that ‘ one should offer the sacrifice called 
“^oma’). 

“ Objection: ‘ We have already got a name for this sacrifice— ‘ Jyotish- 
“ toma ’ ; what then would be the use of another name ? ’ 

“ Reply I What harm is there if we have another name ? Very often 
“ we find people speaking of one sacrifice by. two names. 
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“ The useful pni’pose served by sncb reference to a number of sacrifices, 
“ as we bold, is that it is only when all these sacrifices are referred to 
‘f collectively as one, that they could be spoken of in the singular num- 
‘‘ her, in the final sentence that sums up their performability the 
^^mntence \jyotishtomena svargakamo yajeta^)» Hence we conclude that 
“ the sentence in question is a mere reference to previous sacrifices. 

^^ Ohjection: * What you say may apply to the case of the sentence 
somena yaj eta, heoBfase the sentences aindravayavam, etc , express a 
“ relationship between the mai^enar and the Deities; in the case of the 
“sentence pagumdlahJietaj howeYev, we find thatin thesentencesAria^/a- 
syd>gre^mdyati, etc., we have the mere verb avadyati, — exactly as in the 


“ sentence vatsamdlabheta, which is connected with the material only, in 


“ shape of the hrdaya, etc., without any connection with any deity ;^^^nd as 



e to the 


“such how could such a verb as avadyati lay down a sacrifice?^ 

“then could the mention of the word ‘papw ’ be a mere re 
hrdaya, etc. ? ’ 

“ Ite^ly : Just as in the case of the mention of ‘ fagu ’ (animal ) in general, 

“ the leads us to believe that the is meant, — so, in the same 

“manner, the mention of the limbs etc., points to that animal 

“ itself, as the source (or material cause) of those limbs. That is to say, 
“the hfdaya, etc., stand in need of a source from which they would 
“ come forth ; and the mantra having pointed to the goat, it is the 
^^^pagutva^ of this goat that is referred to by the word * (in the 
“sentence ‘ pa fwmuXabibto ’)| and the Deity of the actions mentioned in 
“these sentences {* hrdasyStgre'vadyatz, etc.’) being laid down by the 
“sentence ^ agnishomiyam pagum^lahheta,^ there would be nothing i 
“ the way of those sentences laying down the sacrifice. 

“Or, it may be that, in accordance with the law 
tatprabhavatvat\ the ^ avadyati ^ (of the sentences ‘ 

“m^-y be taken as a part of the ^ avadyati^ in 
“the SdnnSyya; and this latter is wellknown* as 
“pose of preparing (or purifying) the material 
“ F'Urnamdsa sacrifice ; and hence it is only when 
“ are the materials used at the Darga-Purnamdsd, that they become 
“ connectable with the verb ‘ avadyati ’ ; consequently, just as, when we 
“meet with the sentence laying down the pounding of the Futihdi^Xi 
“ (as a substitute for Soma), we conclude that it must be connectedf^i 
“ with some sacrifice— even when no such connection is directly mentioned 
“because otherwise, there would be no use of the said ^pounding ’ so, in 
“the same manner, in the case in question, there being no use for the 
“ ‘ avadyati unless it implied a sacrifice, we conclude that there must be a 
“ sacrifice connected with it ; and it is these sacrifices, inferred in connection 


how 


^ sdnndyyam vd 
‘ hrdayasya, etc.’) 
connection with 
serving the pur- 
for the Darga- 
the hr day a, etc., 


PA9U AND SOMA YAGAS ABE INDEPENDENT ACTIONS. 


705 


witli each of the limbs {hr day grwa, etc.) mentioned, tbat are referred 
to by tbe word * dlahheta \ And as tlie necessity of siicli inference of 
sacrifices is equally present in yonr tbeory also, it cannot be brought 
forward as a special weakness in oiir theory. 

Further, if there were, as you hold, a single Boma-sacrijice (for 
which the sentences ‘ aindravayavam^ etc.’ would lay down accessory 
“details), then, inasmuch as ‘Indra, ’ ‘Yayu,’ and the rest would all 
“ serve the same purpose of the Deity at that sacrifice, they would 
“become optional alternatives; and as such they should not have 
“ been mentioned in a definite order, one after the other ; nor should 
“ they have been subsequently mentioned collectively. That is 
“to say, just as in the matter of the making of the sacrificial 
“ post, when we have many kinds of wood mentioned, — >though all serve 
“ the same purpose of a tethering post for the animal, — in the shape 
“ of the PaZapa, the jSr/^a(^^Va, etc., we take them as optional alternatives, 
“ —so, in the same manner, in the case in question we must regard the 
“ various Deities as optional alternatives. In our theory, on the other 
“ hand, each of the Deities belonging to a distinct sacrifice, and all the 
Deities and sacrifices serving to bring about transcendental results, it is 
“ only natural that all of them should be laid down by a single word 
“ {^ jyotuhtoma ’) with regard to the Result (attainment of Heaven) ; and 
“ as such there is nothing incongruous (in their being mentioned 
“ collectively, or in a definite order of sequence). (And as all the sacri- 
“ fices are laid down collectively with reference to the result, they have 
“ all to be performed, and they cannot be taken as optional alterna- 
“ tives). 

“Though in the case of the ‘Paptt’ also, we find that the various 
“ * avadyati^s * are mentioned in a definite order, one after the other — 
^ hrdayasyagre^vadyaU, atha jihvayah^ atlia vahshasah'* ; and then again 
“ we find them mentioned collectively, in the sentence ^ ehUdaqa mi pagora- 
“ mddnani ’ ; yet this has not been mentioned above (along with the 
“ soma) ; because even in a single sacrifice, the eleven could be offered 
“one after the other (and as such each ‘ ’ would not necessarily 

“ mean a distinct sacrifice). Specially as even if the hrdaya and the other 
“ limbs had not been mentioned collectively, there could have been no 
“ offering of the lohole animal, as mentioned in the original Iri junction ; in 
“ any case a cutting out of the various limbs would be a necessity, because 
“there is an established law that only those parts of the body should be 
“ offered in sacrifice which are not thrown aside according to other texts 
“(for instance, the blood, is always to be thrown aside). In the case 
“ of the Soma, however, even the original Injnnction does not lay down 
“ the whole Soma {i,e., all the Soma ixi the world) ; and hence this alone 
89 
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been mentioned in connection with the sequential mention of the 
“ various * grhnati ’s. 

‘‘ For these reasons, we conclude that the sentences in question must 
“ be taken as mere references to previous sacrifices.” 

SIDDHINTA. 

To the above we make the following reply : 

It is only when the sacrifice mentioned in a sentence is actually recog- 
nised to be the same as those mentioned before, that we take it to be a 
mere reference to these ; in the cases in question, however, we do not 
find this to be the case. 

That is to say, if in the case in question we recognised the sacrifice to 
be exactly the same in all its details as those mentioned before, — as we do in 
the case of the Pmirnamasa sacrifice, — then we could take the sentence as a 
mere reference. If again, the sentence were held to be a reference to the root 
’ alone,' then we could conclude it to be a reference bereft of the 
qualifications. In the cases in question, however, we find that the sacrifices 
mentioned before are (1) those that have the ‘ hrdaya^ etc.,’ and (2) those 
having the Juice^ for the material to be o:fiered ; while the sacrifices men- 
tioned by the set^tences in question have, for their materials, the Pagu and 
the Soma respectively ; and thus these latter not being recognised to be 
the same as the former ones, we cannot take these sentences to be mere 
references to the former sacrifices. 

It might here be argued that — “ inasmuch as the modifications are 
“ generally spoken of as the original substance, we could take the -words 
‘‘ ^ pagu ’ and ‘ soma ’ as indirectly referring to their respective modifications, 
“ the limbs ‘ hr day a, etc.’ and theymce.” 

But this cannot be ; because without sufficient reason we cannot have 
recourse to such indirect indication. It is only when we find a word 
spoken of as co-extensive or synonymous with another word tliat has an al- 
together different signification, (as in the sentence ‘ agmrmdnavakah ’), — or 
when tbe direct meaning of the word is found to be incompatible with the 
rest of the sentence, — that we can have recourse to the secondary indirect 
significations of words. In the case in question, we have none of these 
two conditions ; because there is nothing incompatible in tbe fact of the 
sentences in question laying down distinct sacrifices, at which the Animal 
and the Soma — which are directly expressed by the words used, ^ ‘pagii ’ and 
‘ soma ’-—would he the respective materials offered ; nor is there any in- 
congruity in the fact of these words not finding a place in the midst of the 
former sentences. Consequently, even though the verbs ^ avadyati^ and 
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‘ grhmti ^ he taken as laying down certain sacrifices, these must he totally 
difierent from those laid down hy the sentences in question. 

Q/iiedion I cannot we take the sentences in question as laying 

“ down the Fagu and the Boma only as the material origin of the materials 
“ laid down for the sacrifices laid down hy the other sentences ?” 

In answer, the Bhashya has said — grutyd hi rasa amdravayavah : 
According to the PurvapahsMn, who denies the sentence ^ ^agum, etc.^ to he 
the originative Injunction of an Action, it must be taken only as laying 
down the Deity (Ag7ii-Soma) for the previous sacrifices ; and as such the 
other accessory, in the shape of the material pagu^ not being capable of 
being enjoined by the same sentence (because the sacrifice having been 
laid down by the sentences ‘ hrdayasya, etc,’, the subsequent sentence 
‘ ^agum^ etc/ could not lay down more than one accessory ; on account of 
the law * jprdpte harmani nSineko vidhatum ghyate gunah ’) ; and for this 
reason, in answering the above objection, the Bhashya mentions the case of 
Soma only sense of the Bhashya is that the injunction of the Soma 
plant (as the material for the previously-mentioned sacrifices) could only 
be by means of Syntactical Connection {Vakya), while that of the jtdce is 
"^by means of Direct Assertion (in the sentence ^ aindravayavam^ etc/); and 
thus when the former would be pitted against this latter, it could have no 
connection at all with the sacrifice in question (because of the admittedly 
superior authority of Direct Assertion over Syntactical Connection). 

Question: “The Injunctions of the Aindravdyava^ etc., not mentioning 
“ any particular material, how can the jtiice be said to have been laid 
“down by Direct Assertion ? As a matter of fact, it is indicated only by 
“ the Context ; and as the Context is al ways weaker in authority than 
“ Syntactical Connection, the Boma-plant which is laid down by this latter 
“must be admitted to be more authoritative than theyWce.” - 

Reply : The connection with some sort of a material is directly men- 
tioned by means of the Deific Affixes (in yAindravdyavam\ etc.) ; and what 
the Context does is only to specify that material. We shall show below, 
under sutra 23, that the Direct signification of the nominal Affix having 
connected, with the Deity, a particular material that is pointed out by the 
indications of Syntactical Connection, Context, etc., there arises a question 
as to what this particular material is, and then it Is only this pointing 
out of the particular material that is done by Syntactical Connection, etc. ; 
and it is not these latter that lay down the connection with the Deity, 

And further, we find that they mce is laid down by the originative 
Injunction itself, whereas the Soma-plant is got at from another sentence ; 
and as such the plant cannot but be less authoritative, for one who is seek- 
ing after the previously mentioned sacrifice only. 

And thus, even on the ground of the difference in materials, there 
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would be a difference between the sacrifices laid down by the former 
sentences, and that enjoined by the sentence in question. 

These arguments, however, can be successfully met by the opponent 
who will argue as follows : 

“ In the case of the ‘ asTitaTcafala ’ cake, etc., though we find that these 
“ cakes are directly laiddown as thematerials, yet we accept) theGorn {VriM) 
as the material, though this is pointed out only by Syntactical Connec- 
tion ; and in the same manner we could accept the Soma as the enjoined 
“ material. It is only when there is a contradiction between two things 
“ that the stronger sets aside the weaker ; and this is not the case when 
“ the two things are quite compatible with one another. In the case in 
“ question we find that the Soma is quite compatible with the juice, 

“ because this latter stands in need of something from which it could 
“ extracted, and the Soma-plant comes in as fulfilling this requirement. 
“ Por instance, in the case of the sentence ‘ agneijo'' shtahapalah, etc/7 though 
“ we find that the ‘ aslitahapala ’ is directly laid down by the sentence, yet 
** when the Vnlii and the Yava coine to be laid down as the^ materials, there 
“ is no contradiction ; for these co^ms are actually required as the material 
out of which the ashtahapala cake would be made j and certainly, in takings 
“ up the Yrlhi one does not give up the making of , the Aslitahapdla \ and 
“ hence in this case the action with reference to which Yrlhi is laid down as 
“ the material is not recognised as axiy other than that for which the ^ Asihta- 
‘‘ hapUla ’ has been laid down. Exactly in the same manner, in the case in 
‘^question, in taking up the Soma-plant, one does not give up theymce 5 
‘‘ and hence there being no incompatibility between the two, inasmuch as 
“ the ‘ Soma ’ mentioned in the sentence in question can very well be taken 
“ as the material for the sacrifice.s laid down by the other sentences, the 
sentence in question cannot he taken as laying down a distinct Action, 
“ merely on the ground of a difference in the materials mentioned. And 
further, the argument applies equally to the Siddh^nta also ; becsuse the 
“ Siddhanta also does not bold that the unpounded Soma-plant is to be offered 
“ at the sacrifice ; and hence just as for you the Tlant would only he the 
“ source of the Juice, so also would it be for the Purvapakshin, As a matter 
“ of fact, it is your own theory that would he the more incongruous of the 
“ two. For in your case, if the Plant, as mentioned in the originative In- 
“ junction, were to be the sole means of accomplishing the sacrifice, then it 
“ would never do to turn it into Juice, in accordance with other sentences. 
In our case, inasmuch as theywebe would not he possible without its origin 
(in the shape of the Plant), pur sentence would always be on the look- 
out for the mention of thi$ source ; and hence even if such source happens 
“ to be mentioned by another sentence, there is nothing incongruous in our 
‘‘ having recourse to it. In youv case, Pn the other hand, inasmuch as the 
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“ original : itself is quite capable of being offered bodily by itself, it 

“ does not stand in need of any mention of its modifications ; and as such 
“ any connection of these would be wliolly incompatible ; consequently, we 
could not accept any such connection as laid down by other sentences.’’ 

In view of these arguments, based as they are on the firm ground 
of such examples as the aforesaid injunction of which 

completely shut our mouth, it is best for us not to start the question 
of the Injunction of Materials, and to confine ourselves solely to the 
refutation of the view of tlie sentences in question being mere 
references to previously mentioned sacrifices. In the case of the ^ Pagii \ 
however, as tlie animal as a whole is not capable of being bodily offered 
r '^ at a sacrifice, the above arguments of the opponent would not apply ; 

• and hence for this case alone, the argument of the Injunction of different 
materials would be a good one for the 8iMhmta» But in the case of 
‘ Soma \ it becomes necessary for us to refute the opponent’s arguments 
based upon the Injunction of the Vrihi ; and for this purpose we have 
the next siitra, 

Ovi we may take it thus — that having refuted the former Siddhanta 
arguments (by means of the arguments based upon the Injunction of 
FnH), the true conclusion is arrived at by means of the arguments em- 
bodied in the following sutra. 

Or, lastly, we can take the present siitm ns embodying the Purva- 
pahshai and the next siitm, — in which the * ca ’ may be taken in the sense of 
^ (which is a sign, of the Siddanta-sutra') — as putting forth the 
Siddhanta, 


It may be asked how the present siitra can be taken as expressing the 
Pmmpahsha, This we proceed to explain as follows : 

The question being, — do the sentences ^ h layasya, etc.- and ^ aindra-‘ 
vdyavam, etc.’ serve the purpose of laying down aecessoiy details, like the 
Badhi, etc,; and the subsequent sentences pagum, etc.* and ^ somena, 
etc.’) are the originative Injunctions of the sacrifices concerned ? — or do 
the former sentences themselves serve as the Injunctions of sacrifices ? — 
we have the following 

PtJRVAPAESHA. 

The sentences ^ hrdayasy a, etc,^ ^ aindravayamm, etc.’ do not 
serve the purpose of laying down accessory details, like the sentences 
* dadhna juhoti ’ and the rest ; in fact these themselves are original In- 
“ junctions* Why ? Because of the mention of materials, — i,e,, because of 
“ the mention of such materials as hfdaya, etc., these sentences are the 
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“ Injunctions of tlie Pagu and tlie Soma, As otkerwise, through the Con- 
“ text, the connection of Erdaya, etc., would become subsidiary to the 
“ sacrifice ; while as a matter of fact, it is not possible for this connection 
‘‘ to serve as its accessory ; because that would be contrary to the ‘ pagu ’ 
“ and the ‘ soma-plant ' laid down in the original Injunctive sentences. 
“ Or, in accordance with a previous law, the ‘ Pagu ’ and the ‘ Soma ’ 
“ having been obtained from other sentences, the mention of the con- 
“nection of materials, in the present context, would, in your theory, 
“ be wholly useless. In my theory, on the other hand, the woi'd ‘ Soma ’ 
‘‘(in ^ someua yajeta^) is the name of the sacrifice, and the sentence 


agnlshomtyam pagum^ etc.’ serves the purpose of laying down the Deity 


“ AgnuSoma ; and thns none of these two sentences making mention 
“ any material, the mention of materials in the other sentences is not at ^ 
“ all superfluous. Consequently we conclude that the real Injunctions ol: 

“ the sacrifices are contained in the sentences ‘ Jirdayasya, etc.* and 
“ aindravayavami etc.* (and the sentences ‘ agmshomiyam pagum, etc.* aii.d 
* somena yajUa ’ are mere references to these sacrifices taken collectively, — 
the former serving the purpose of pointing out the Deity for the ofler- 
‘‘ ings of the pieces, and the latter supplying the name of the sacrifices 
“ taken ooEeotively).** ^ j t ' 

y, f |i»i - * ' t- ! .-J 

f SiStTa {18) : But as (laying down) 'purificatory rites 
they eaianot he injunctive (of independent Actions). 




The sentences in question cannot be taken as mere references to pre- 
vious sacrifices, because pf these latter not being the sacnflees treated of hy 
the context ^ — an argunaent that lias already been explained on a previous 
occasion, in sutra II — ii — 10. 

Question : “ But how is it that these are not the sacrifices treated of 
“ by the Context ? ” 

Ansioer\ Because the words ^ avadyati’ and ‘grhnati^ are not in- 
junctive of sacrifices ; as what they do is only to lay down certain purifi- 
catory or preparatory rites ; because they are actually found to pnd with 
them : as when a sentence is actually found to have its sole ending in the 
pointing out of such rites, there is no ground for assuming a sacrifice to be 
indirectly indicated. 

Because such a sacrifice, if it could be assumed, could only be 
assumed in tlie following manner : ‘ when a sub.stance is taken up with 
reference to a certain deity, unless it is connected with some sacrifice, 
it does not become dedicated to that Deity But in this no sooner do we 
proceed to assume a sacrifice, on account of the said apparent Inconsis- 
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teney (of tlie fact of the substance having been taken np for a particular 
Deity), than we are faced by a direct mention of the ‘sacrifice’ in a 
sentence close by {vizi ‘ somena yajeta ’), which at once makes possible all 
the relationships between the substances and Deities in question ; and as 
such, it completely shuts the door of any authority for assuming another 
sacrifice ; and when no such sacrifice would be mentioned by the sentences 
(‘ grhnati, etc.’), to an aggregate of what would the sentence in question 
be a reference ? 

(1) It has been urged above —that “as in the case of the sentence 
“ ‘ agneyo'shtahapalo, etc.’, until the sentence (‘ gThnat% etc.’) has actually 
“ indicated a sacrifice, it cannot stand in need of any other sentence (for 
“instance, ^somena yaJUa^’ which, would supply the necessary element 
“of the ‘sacrifice’).” 

To this we make the following reply : In all cases a sentence is 
completed by means of a direction for the activity of a human agent ; and 
so long as this direction is not got at, the sentence remains incomplete ; 
wliile when that direction has been got at, it is complete, and can very 
well be taken along with other sentences. For instance, in the sentence 
^ dgnByo^shtaka^dilo hhavati* we do not perceive any other action of the 
human agent than the sacrifice ; and hence until this sacrifice has been 
duly indicated the sentence remains incomplete. In the case in question^ 
however, the sentence ‘ amdravdyavam grknati ’ serves to direct the 
human agent to tahe ujg (the vessel containing the juice, etc.), and thus, 
even without the indication of a sacrifice^ it has got a distinct object 
for its injunctiveness, and as such is quite complete in itself ; and that 
the sentence stands in need of something else is quite another matter 
(having nothing to do with the completeness of the sentence) ; because 
in all cases, even when the sentence is complete in itself, it does not, by 
that fact, give up all its need for other factors ; nor does the fact of its 
being in such need make the sentence incomplete ; and as we recognise the 
fact that this need is supplied by another sentence, there can be nothing 
incongruous in the fact of a complete sentence bing related to another 
sentence. Consequently when we proceed to assume a sacrifice in connec- 
tion with each of the sentences aindravdyavam grhnati,^ etc.), the 
'‘sacrifice^ mentioned by the sentence ^ stymena yajeta' at once presents 
itself (and thus puts a stop to the said assumption) ; and there is nothing 
incongruous in this. 

In the case of the sentence ‘ agneyo . . . . Ihavati^ ’ the action of 
‘ being ’ does not belong to the human agent ; and as such until the 
‘ sacrifice ’ is assumed there is no object, either enjoined or pro- 
hibited, and hence the sentence being incomplete, and as such having no 
capability of requiring the aid of any other sentence, the ‘ sacrifice ’ 
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(necessary for the completing of the sentence) b as got to be inferred ; 
consequently no ‘ sacrifice * that is mentioned in any other sentence, comes 
to be related to it ; and herein lies the great difference between the two 
sentences ‘ dgneyo, etc. * and ‘ aindramyavam, etc.’ 

(2) Another objection urged above is that the ^ pagu^ and the ‘ soma ’ 

‘‘ being laid down in the originative injunction, it cannot be proper for us 
“ to modify them (into and the Umds, respectively, as laid down by 
“ the various * ’ and ^ avadyati^s')*^ 

The following is the reply to this objection : It is only when the two 
substances concerned are wholly different from one another, that there can 
be any comparison between their respective authoritative character ; in the 
case in question, however, through ihe juice and the various Umhs also, it 
is only the soma and the animal that form part of the sacrifices concerned. 
16 the sentences wholly renounced the Soma and the Animal laid 
down in the originative injunction, and laid down other substances wholly 
different from them, then alone could there be a contradiction (between 
the substances enjoined by the two sentences); as it is, however (what 
the subsequent sentences lay down is that), the sacrifice is accomplished 
by means of the Animal itself, through its various limhs^ as also by means of 
the Soma, through its jmce; and certainly there can be no contradiction 
in the presence of (different) methods of procedure. I’or the Animal and 
the Soma, being laid down as the means of performing the sacrifices, stand 
in need of the method of that performance ; and it is this method that 
is supplied by the mention of the fact that the animal has to be cut up 
into its several limbs and then offered in sacrifice, and the Soma has to be 
pounded into jiiice before it is offered; and thus the mention of the 
‘ lirdaya, ’ etc., and the \juice ’ only serves to help the original mention of 
the substance, and there is no chance of contradiction, 

(3) Another objection is that — the ^having been mentioned, as 
“ the substance to be offered, by other sentences in the same context, such 
“ as ‘ somam Jcrlndti, ’ etc., the further mention of the same substance 
“ ^ soma ’ (by the sentence ‘ somena yajeta ’) is wholly superfiuous.” 

In reply to this, we have the Sutra itself ; the sense being that those 
sentences—* Somam hrinati, ’ etc., do not serve the purpose of enjoining 
either the Soma or the Animal ; as all that they do is to speak oS the 
method of preparing these. That is to say, the substance {Soma), as laid 
down by the sentence * somena yajeta\ having been recognised as tending, 
in some way or other, to accomplish the sacrifice, what the sentences, 
* somam hrlnUti, ’ etc., do is to lay down that the sacrifice is to be performed 
by means only of such Soma has been purchased in a certain manner, 
and prepared into the form of Juice hj pounding, etc. 

(4) Nor are the words of the mantras capable, as urged in the 
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PUrvapaksha {text^ p. 507), of pointing out the goat^ which has not 
yet been laid down ; what those words do is to set at rest the uncertainty 
with regard to the character of the ^ paQu"" as laid down by the sentence 
^ paguna yajeta, ’ I^or does the verb ^ avadyati' necessarily imply ‘ sacri- 
fice ’ ; and even without the ‘ sacrifice * the verb would mention the mere 
‘ cutting,’ which would, by itself, be of use, either in connection with the 
V'eda, or in ordinary life. On the othei* hand, the peculiar relationship 
between the Substance and fche Deity, as expressed by the word ‘ aindravn- 
yavam, ’ would not be possible without a ‘ sacrifice ’ ; and as such there is 
a great difierence (between the inference or implication of the ^ sacrifice ’ 
by the sentence ^ aindravdyavamf etc., and that by ‘ hrdayasyavadyati,^ etc. 

(5) The ^ amdyati ' of the Sdnnayy a is not laid down in connection 
with the Primary Sacrifice of the Context under consideration j because 
it is only indirectly implied ; and as such the qualifications and accessories 
of that ‘ avadyati ’ could not be transferred to the ‘ avadyati ’ in. question. 
ISTor is the fact of being for the sake of the sacrificial substance the 
method of the ‘ avaditna ’ {cvMing) ; and thus too, the said fact could not 
be transferred (as it is only the method that can be thus transferred). !N'or 
in such cases, can we have any operation of the Samdnyatodrshta Infer- 
ence (towards the inference of the ^ sacrifice ’) . As for the pounding of 
the Putikd^ and the eating of the P halacamasa, it is by means of Syntactical 
Connection and Context that they are cognized as helping in the comple- 
tion of the sacrifice ; and consequently the case of the pounding of the 
Putikd is not identical with that of ‘ avadyati ’ in the matter of the 
implication of the ‘ sacrifice. ’ In the case of the sentences dealing with 
^ Soma^ also — Somena yajeta, amdravayavam, etc., etc,, etc.’), the 
qualified Injunction (of the sacrifice by means of the Soma) being directly 
mentioned, there is no room for any implied sacrifice ; and as such the 
case of these too is different (from that of the ^pounding of the 
Putlka^). 

(6) In the case of the sentences * aindravdyavam, etc.,’ even if they 
are secondary sentences laying down accessory materials, there is no 
syntactical split, as in the case of the sentence ‘ agneyo'shtdkapdUo, etcf 

Because, though as mentioning more than one deity {Indra and Vayu), 
the sentence has more than one object of Injunction, yet, on account of 
there being another action (in the shape of the ‘ grahana ’), there is every 
possibility of the Injunction being that of a qualified object. That is to 
say, the sentence can very well be taken as an Injunction of the Bhdvana 
of the ‘ grahana ’ qualified by the deities Indra, Vdyu and the rest. Or, it 
may be that the ‘ grahana ’ being necessarily implied , the sentence serves 
the purpose of laying down a single joint Deity (Indra- Vayu) mentioned 
by means of the Dwandwa compound ; and thus there would be no 
90 
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incongrtiitj in the case. And as the connection of these with the Primary 
Sacrifice ( Jyotishtoma) is pointed out by the Context, there would be no 
incongruity, even if the sentence in question were taken as a secondary 
sentence (laying down accessory details). 

Thus then, the actions (mentioned in the sentences ‘ aindrcwayavam 
etc. ’) having the character of mere Freparatory Actions^ they stand in need 
of the mention of a ‘ sacrifice ' somewhere else ; and as such there would 
be nothing incongruous in the fact of such a ‘ sacrifice ’ being laid down 
by another sentence {^somena yajeta, etc,’). 

And our way of taking the sentences has the following advantage : ( 1 ) 
The singular number in ^ jyotishtomena' becomes capable of being taken 
directly (and not figuratively, as necessitated by the Purvapaksha, which 
makes it refer to many sacrifices) ; (2) we are saved the useless trouble of 
accepting the word ^ soma ’ (in ‘ somena yajeta ’) as a second name for the 
Jyotishtoma ; (3) nor is it necessary for us to accept the apparently useless 
fact of the sentence in question being a reference to all the other sentences, 
as in the case of the Furmpaksha in connection with the Ayhar/fgfzihotra, 

For these reasons we conclude that the sentences in question are 
injunctions of the Animal and the Soma sacrifices. 

Satra (19) : Because of difference, there is a repetition of the 
Action; as the substances are distinct, it would be useless (to 
mention another connection) ; hence there is a difference (in the 
^grahana ') ; specially as it is subservient to the substance. 

ISietra (20) not specially dealt with hy the Vartika ; it is thus : 

The preparatory action does not differ, because the substance 
being for the sake of something else, it has a subordinate position.] 

[Sutra (19) embodies the reply lo the objection urged in the text 
on p. 509, beginning with the words ‘ fakyapariharanhvidam,'] 

As the opponent has not urged the objection based upon the fact of 
the ‘ avadyati ’s * being mentioned in a definite order, etc., etc., with reference 
to the ‘ Pa^u, ’ we lay aside this sentence for the present, to be dealt 
with under Sutra X — vii — 1 et $eq.^ wb^Pe we shall deal with the question 
as to whether the offering should be cut out from the whole animal, or 
from each of its limbs, or from only one limb, or only from those enumer- 
ated, namely, the Heart and the rest. 

What concei-ns us now is the meeting of the objection with reference 
to the ‘ 8oma * (as it is with reference to this alone that the objection has 
been levelled against us). And to that we make the following reply : — 

If the Deities of the sacrifice were separately mentioned directly 
by the sentences, then alone could they be taken as optional alternatives ; 



as a matter of fact, however, we find that all of them are mentioned as 
being connected with the sacrifice simnltaneonslj. In a case where fche 
sentence mentions a relationship independently of everything else, there 
alone could all the deities, serving the same purpose of accomplishing 
the sacrifice, be taken collectivelj. 

That is to say, if we had such direct injunctions as ‘ aindravdlyamna 
yajBiia' ov ^ IndravayuhhyS^m yS gam nirmrtay&t % then, inasmuch as the 
Deities would be pointed out as serving the same purpose, by sentences 
independently of one another, they would, come to be taken as optional 
alternatives. As a matter of fact, however, in the case in question, we 
find that they are mentioned as in connection with ^ graha^a,* md 
connected with the ‘ sacrifice ^ only indirectly by means of Context (and 
not directly by the Sentence). And as for the Context, it does not operate 
variously (or separately) ; and as such it could not connect, with the 
‘sacrifice,’ each individual Deity independently by itself ; consequently, 
what actually happens is that all the various ^ gmhanas ^ hB,Ymg hem 
simultaneously taken as constituting the (of the sacrifice), the 

Deities mentioned in connection with these (grahanas) not having their 
ends duly fulfilled by that (grahana) ?done, edl of them at once, being 
required by the ‘ sacrifice’ dealt with in the Context, become simultane- 
ously connected with it ; (and as such there is nothing wrong in 
being mentioned collectively). 

As a rule, too, we accept a number of things to be optional alterna- 
tives when they are mentioned as employed for the same purpose, inde- 
pendently of one another ; and the reason for this is that in such cases, 
the individual capability of each of these, by itself, is distinctly expressed 
by the sentence ; and hence if they were to depend upon one another, this 
individual capability would be destroyed ; and hence they are all accepted 
to be optional alternatives. In the case in question, however, the capabi- 
lity of accomplishing the Jyotishtoma is not found to belong singly to 
one of the deities mentioned — Indra, Vayu, etc. ; because we have no direct 
declaration of such capability. Though each one of them has the 
capability of accomplishing a sacrifice in general, yet, the particular sacri- 
fice, in the shape of the Jyotishtoma, can be accomplished only in 
laid down in the scriptural text ; and hence each of the dei 
tioned does not serve the same purpose. On the other hand, we 
two kinds of corns, the Vrihi and the Yam, serving the same purpose ; 
and hence they are taken as optional alternatives ; specially because each 
of them is laid down as independent of the other, hy independent sen- 
tences, as to be employed in the sacrifice. 

Olj action : “We find that we have actually a sentence ‘ aindramyavam 
“ gfhnati ’ laying down the deities Indra and Vayu ; and hence the 
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“ sentence that foliows ^ maitr&mrunam grhnatiy h distinctly recognised 
“ as capable of pointing out a deity, independently of the preceding 
“ sentence.” 

Beply : It is true that with reference to the ‘ ’ the deities 

are laid down independently of one another ; but in that case, all of them 
do not serve the same purpose; because being only a pnrificatory or 
preparatory action, the ^ grahmas \ have only transcendental results ; 
and thus varying in each case, and not serving the same end, the various 
deities mentioned cannot be tak§n as optional alternatives. 

Question : “ But how do you conclude them to have only transcen- 
‘‘ dental results ? ” 

Answer : When a certain thing, having been mentioned in connection 
with the Primary Action, happens to be directly mentioned in connection 
with the Preparatory Action, then in that case, such a tiling serves a 
visible purpose ; and so also when, as a matter of fact, the Preparatory 
Action cannot actually be accomplished without that thing. That is to 
say, (1) if the deities having been previously connected with the ‘ sacri- 
fice ’ (in the sentence ‘ somena yajeta ’) were again directly mentioned with 
reference to the graJiands, — as they are mentioned in connection with the 
mrvajpa and the Umhana ; or (2) if without these Deities, the ^ grahana ’ 
could not be accomplished ; — -then the mention of the Deities in connection 
with the ‘ graJianas * would be for the purpose of a visible end, in the 
shape of recalling to the mind the Deities in connection with the coming 
sacrifice. ‘ In the case in question, however, we find that the Deities Indra, 
Yayu, and the rest have not been previously mentioned in connection with, 
the JyoUshfoma ; ' nor is it that without those Deities, the ^ graJianas ’ 
could not be accomplished ; and consequently, under the circumstances, 
when we find the * grahana ’ mentioned along with a certain Deity, this 
canimt hut be taken as fulfilling an imperceptible transcendental result. 

Ohjeetion : “ When we have come to know that these deities belong 
“ to the sacrifice, then, even without a previous mention of these (in con- 
nection with the primary sacrifice), we could take all of them as serving 
the same visible purpose of recalling the Deities in connection with that 
sacrifice.” 

Be^ly : It is not so ; because as a rule, it is at the time of the 
actual Injunction that the purpose served by the factors enjoined is sought 
after ; and hence it is with reference to that time that we should ascertain 
whether the purpose served is a visible or an invisible one. That is to 
rfay^ it is at the time of the "operation of the sentence * aindravdyavam 
^grhnati ^ that we have a want to know what purpose is served by it ; and 
I though at that time, we do, somehow or other, come to ascertain, 
'through the Context, the connection of the * sacrifice ’ with the grahana,^ 
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'whicli embodies the method (of that sacrifice), yet, inasmuch as the 
Deities themselves are connected with something the ^ grahana') other 
than the sacrifice, and as they themselves have not the form of actions, 
they are not pointed out, by the Context, as serving the purpose of accom- 
plishing the sacrifice ; and consequently, the use (of these Deities) in 
connection with the ' V must be taken as something independent 

of any connection with the ‘ sacrifice ’ ; and such a use cannot but be 
invisible (or transcendental). And this transcendental purpose having 
been ascertained at the time of the operation of the Injunction in ques- 
tion, if at the time of the actual performance of the Action therein laid 
down, a certain visible result is found to come about, how could the 
previously ascertained transcendental result be set aside by that ? ISTor could 
any such visible result (appearing by the way) control the operation of the 
Injunction in question. And thus the connection of the deity, mentioned 
in each of the sentences in question, cannot but fulfil certain transcen- 
dental purposes ; and as such all the deities in question must be taken 
as all conjointly (helping the accomplishment of the sacrifice through the 
said transcendental results). 

And unless the \grahana' is not repeated (with each deity), the 
separately mentioned deities can not be connected with the ‘ grahana * 
in accordance with the law that ‘that which is done in connection with 
the Samit is not done in connection with the TanunapSita ’ ; and hence 
there must be a ‘ grahana ’ (holding) of the 8oma, with reference to each 
deity.' ,■ . ■ ■ 

Thus, then, the 8 utr a must be taken as follows; ^ tadhhedat/ — f.e., 
on account of the connection of the deity being different in each case, — 
‘ theo'e must be a repetition of the action ’ of grahana ; because ‘ on account^ 
of the distinctness of the substance \ that is to be prepared or purified by 
means of the grahana in connection with the said deities, if any other 
connection were mentioned, ‘ it would he wholly useless ’ ; as it would not 
be performed ; and hence ‘ there is a difference ’ of the grahana^ ‘ because 
it is subservient to the substance ’ to be purified (by that grahana). 

Inasmuch as these ^ grahanas ’ in connection with the various deities 
are mentioned in a section dealing with sacrifices, it follows that, without 
a ^ sacrifice,^ they cannot prepare the substance ^ Soma'* for the sake of 
any deity ; and this leads us to the conclusion that there must be a cer- 
tain sacrifice, that would establish the relationship of the substances with 
the deities in question. On the other band, we find that the ‘ sacrifice ’ 
(laid down iu the sentence ^ somena yafeta *) has no deity laid down (by 
the original Injunction) ; nor is the requisite deity pointed out either by 
Dii’ect Declaration, or by Indirect Indication by the words of the text, or 
by those of any sentence ; and as for the Context^ it can have nothing to 
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do in comiectioii with that (ai.e., the Deity) which is not an Action ; and 
hence the Context comes to point on t the fact of the ‘ gmhanas ’ being per- 
formed (in connection with the sacrifice in (][nestion). These ^grahanm^ 
too, not being laid down ^epara^eZy (by the Context, which never operates 
separately), and serving to accomplish only invisible (transcendental) 
results, come to be taken all at once (simnltaneonsly) ; and throngh these 
^ grahanas* we come to take the deities (mentioned in connection with 
them) also collectively. 

Ohjection : We find that even when certain things are pointed out 
by the Context, if they are found to serve the same purpose, they are 
“ taken as optional alternatives ; as for instance, the mantras employed at 
the dividing of the sacrificial cake.” 

Reply : It is true that they are so taken ; but in that case it is not 
the Context alone that operates towards the pointing ont of them ; because 
the fact of each of the said mantras being connected with each Division 
being pointed ont by the Direct Declaration inf erred from the indications of 
the words of the mantras, all that the Context does, in this case, is to 
point out that it is at the Division of the Cake in connection with the Darga- 
Purrmmcisa sacrifices that the mantras have to be employed ; because of 
their being of no use at other divisions. Hence even if the Darga and 
the PUrnamdsa were to take up all the mantras collectively, those sacrifices 
would have no capability of taking them up, independently of the inter- 
vening agency of the Division (of the Cake) ; and this agfency is found to 
be connected with many alternatives, and not in a collective form. In the 
case in question, however, the conditions are totally different ; because in 
this case, the intervening agency is that of the ‘ grahanas, ’ and it is with 
reference to these that the deities are found to be mentioned collectively ; 
and hence even though the collection, or aggregate, of the deities may be 
capable of being taken up with each grahana ’ separately, yet inasmuch 
as it is through the agency of the ‘ grahanas ’ that the deities can be taken 
up, what could it do in this case (but point to the performance of the 
collective performance of the ‘ grohanas ’ also) P 

Ohjection : “ As a matter of fact, we find that each of the ‘ gra- 
hands" has got the capability of helping the Primary Action, by means 
‘♦of the bringing up of the substance (Soma), and also by pointing ont 
♦♦ the requisite deity ; and thus the case of these grahanas being identical 
“ with that of the aforesaid mantras^ they must be taken as optional 
♦♦ alternatives.” 

Refly : Such could have been the case, if the sacrifices in question had 
been previously cognised as having many deities (connected with them) ; 
as then alone could the various bringings up of the substance be taken as 
being for the sake of those various deities. As a matter of fact, however, 
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we find that in the case in question, no such sacrifice with various deities 
has heeti previously cognised ; and hence the mention of the various pre- 
sentations of the snhstance must he taken as serving only an imperceptible 
(or transcendental) purpose. 

^ presentations of the substance, too, must differ from one 

another, on account of the difference among their qualifications (the 
deities) ; as with a single presentation of the substance, it is not possible 
for many deities to be taken, either singly or collectively. Because as for 
their being taken collectively (simultaneously), this is precluded by the 
sentences aindravayayam grkndtl^^ ^ maitrdvarunam grhndti^ etc.) 
which speak of them as appearing one after the other ; and (even if such 
simultaneous taking of many deities with a single material were attempt- 
ed) we would have an aggregate (of . deities), which would not have 
the character of a sacrificial deity at all, as we have no authority for 
asserting any such character with reference to an aggregate of Indra, 
Vayii and the rest ; specially because we find each of them mentioned 
separately by means of nominal affixes with eacli word. Nor is it possible 
for all of them to be taken separately (in connection with the same pre- 
sentation of the substance) ; because the substance is always laid dovm 
with reference to the deity ; and it is not possible for a single substance 
to be laid down (by a single sentence) with refei’ence to more than one 
deity. If the substance could be referred to the deities, either prior to, 
or after, the ^ grahana,^ then that would be doing something not enjoined 
by the texts. And further, a substance is always referred to a deity in 
such terms as ‘ this belongs to such and such a deity ’ ; and hence if the 
same substance were to be referred to another deity, the former offering 
would certainly be done away with. That is to say, a certain Soma juice 
having been set aside with the expripsed idea that ‘ this is to be offered 
to Indra and Vayu, ’ it is as good as already offered; and as such the 
sacrificer no longer having any control over it, how could he speak of the 
same juice as to be offered to ‘ Mitra andYaruna?^ For if an offering 
once made to a deity, were to be made again to another deity, it would 
have to he snatched away from the former deity. Or, in view of the 
previous determination (to offer the substance to one Deity), the subse- 
quent determination (to offer it to another) could never be taken as true ; 
and in any case, such an action would mean a most unworthy procedure, 
and not the fulfilling of the Yedic Injunction. 

For these reasons, we conclude that the ‘ grakana ’ must be distinct, 
with each of the deities in question. 

Further, even without the actual ^graJiand^oi the substance, it 
would be quite possible for us to refer it to a certain deity, no matter in 
what place the substance may be ; and as such the injunction of the 
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^gmhanas^ could only be with regard to certain transcendental results. 
That is to say a* ^ sacrifice^ consists of the action of gzving away of 
one's ownership in favour of a Beity ; and this giving away of one’s owner- 
ship or possession over the Soma would be quite possible, in whatever 
condition th'e Soma may be, either in the state of being clarified (without 
putting it into separate vessels), or in any condition after it has been 
purchased •, and hence the injunction of the various rites, purificatory and 
preparatory, of the Soma must be taken as with a view to certain trans- 
cendental results. In a case where the substance laid down is the 
Cake, or some such thing, such preparatory actions as the threshing 
and shifting, etc., of the corn, are found to have a visible result in the 
shape of the preparation of the Cake (as without those actions, the Cake 
w^ould not be made). In the case in question, however, we have no such 
Injunction as that the oifering must be made out of the Soma kept in the 
sacrificial cup, etc. ; because all that the Injunction lays down is the Soma- 
plant ; and consequently the * grahanas, ’ or holdings, of the Soma in the 
various vessels, though serving to bring about distinct transcendental 
results, must be taken as collectively (helping by these results the accom- 
plishment of the sacrifice). 

Then again, in the same Context, we find the sentence * daga mushtir- 
mirnUe, ’ which serves to lay down the measure of the quantity of Soma 
to. be employed; and whence w© oonclud© that this sentence qualifies the 
Injunction ‘ somena yajeta, ’ which comes to mean that ^ the sacrifice is to 
be by means of ten handfuls of Soma.' And then this definite quantity 
of Soma having been pounded with a fixed quantity of water, could not 
be kept in small cups, unless it were ‘ held ’ (in the hand) each time that 
it would be kept in a cup; and as such these ‘ holdings ’ (^grahanas') 
must be many and disiinct (as there are many cups to be filled with 
the Soma juice') ; and it is by means of the Soma thus held in the vari- 
ons cnps, that the sacrifice is to he performed. And as, nnless the sacri- 
fice is repeated over and over again, all that has been just said (with 
reference to the ofiering of the iSowaymce in the various cups dedicated 
to vai’ious deities) is not possible, — the sacrifice comes to he repeated, 
for the sake of a definite purpose. 

In view of these facts, we can also take the Sutra (19) as follows : 
‘ tadhhMdt, ' — i.e„ because of the diversity of the prepared Soma — * there is 
a repetition of the action ’ of Sacrifice ; ‘ because of the separateness of the 
material ^ accepted ; — if all of them were not offered up, the whole * would 
be useless ’ ; and hence even though in the original Injunction, the * sacrifice ’ 
has been mentioned but once, yet * there is a diversity ' of its performance, 
because of the fact of the originally enjoined ‘ substance being subservient' 
to the various conditions mentioned in other sentences. 
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The substance, too, must be offered in the same way as it has been 
held in the various cups ; as, if the whole tiling were to be mixed up again, 
the previous holding into separate cups would become wholly useless ; 
and the deities, to whom the cup-fuls have been previously dedicated' 
would mot become connected with (possessed of) their specified shares i 
nor is it possible for all the deities to be referred to at the time of the 
(single) offering ; hence it is not possible for people, afraid of repetition, 
to mix up all the juice and make a single offering of it ; specially as even 
if this were done, it would lead to a confusion of the shares (previously 
specified). And when the shares have been once separately specified, it 
becomes necessary for the other party to clear up the said confusion, unless 
of course he has a scriptural text distinctly laying down such confusion. 

1 hus then, ^ it being necessary to make the offering as previously deter- 
mined, it is only when all the deities (and the grahanas) are taken 
collectively, thai? the following seni&nce—dagamnaihwaryuh pmtahsavane 
grknah, agwino dacfimo grhuati, tam Mlyam juhoU, etc., etc. (lnvin<» 
down the definite order and the summing up of the various ‘ qrahanaK^) 
— becomes explicable. ' * 

then we conclude that the whole forms a single action (of the 
Jyotishtoma), ^ 

The use of the present Adhiharana lies in the fact that, according to 
the Purvapaksha, among the sacrifices subsidiary to the Soma sacrifice 
(the Jyoiishtoma), we would have the performance of the details with 

’ "^liereas, according to the 
blddhanta, the whole thing has to be done exactly as in the Primary Sacri- 

■fice (the JyoHshtoma). ^ ' 
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ADHIKARAITA (7). 

[The BifferenHation of Actions hy means of NumU 

Sfttra (21^ : Because of the fact of its inhering in separate- 
ness, Number would serve to differentiate the Actions. 

The treatment of the three exceptions to the Law relating to the 
Repetition of Words has been finished, and we now proceed to show how 
Actions are differentiated (or distinguished) by means of Number. 

In this connection we should cite such sentences as ‘ tisra ahutlTju^ 
hoti^ ^ dwttdaca dtvadagSni jukoti,^ which are laid downi as co-extensive 
with the actions enjoined by previous origitmtive Injunctions, and which 
are accompanied by definite numbers. 

. And on this, we have the following — 

' ^ P0RYAPAKSHA (A). 

Inasmuch as the word \julioti ^ is mentioned but once, the action 
laid down is one only ; and as for the Number (‘ three ’ etc.) it could be 
made up by frequent repetitions of the same Action.” 

SIDDHANTA (A). 

To the above we make the following reply ; In the case in guestion 
the Number is mentioned in connection with the Eoma, while it is being 
enjoined, and not after it has been enjoined, as in the case of the sentence 
‘ ekadagap^aytijm ’ ; and without an idea of ‘ separateness ’ the Number does 
not attain its true character. Nor can the Number be said to be made up 
by a repetition of the same Action ; because it is only when there is no 
other way of explaining the number, that it is held to be made up by 
Repetitions, as in the case of the Frayajas, the TJpasadas and the like, 
which have had their own limits pi-eviously specified. In the case in 
question, however, inasmuch as no other Number of the Action has been 
previously specified, the Number (three) must be taken as pointing out the 
separate character of the Actions themselves. And hence as the Number 


DIFFERENTIATION OF ACTIONS BY NUMBER. 


723 


is found to inhere in the separateness of the actions themselves, we cannot 
accept it as referring to the separateness due to the mere repetitions of the 
same action ; as we shall show later on, under the sutra ‘ dgamaclva^hhyasas- 
yngrutatwat ’ (X—v — 16). 

Objection: ‘‘Inasmuch as in the first instance, a single Hbma has 
“ been expressed by the word ^JuhoH^ ’ it is clear that the Number 
“ ‘ three ’ is to be made up by repetitions of the same HomaJ' 

Ee^ly : Not so ; the action denoted by the word ^ juJioti* having no 
material reality being incapable of being connected with any Gender, 
Number, etc,), the number (‘one ’) cannot apply to it ; as for the Number 
(singular) that is denoted by the affix in the word ^Juhoti,' it applies to its 
Nominative, and not either to the Bhamnd or to the Boot-meaning, Conse- 
quently when the word ^juhoti ^ would proceed to indicate a single Homa 
indirectly by means of the fact of its (the word ^ juhoti^) being mentioned 
only once, we wmuld be stopped, at the very outset, by the number ‘three ’ 
mentioned directly in i\\e sentence, and would be led to accept the Homa 
as qualified by this latter Number, and the action (Homa) would come to 
have so many distinct forms. And hence the three Homas must be taken 
as distinct actions. 

0 

Though the above was the proper representation of ihe Adhikamna^ 
yet the Bhdshya has expounded it in connection with the sentence ‘ .sajpte- 
daga prdjafatydn, etc.’, because he means that he will establish the fact of 
the Number pertaining to the material also serving to distinguish the 
Actions — a fact that is very difficult to prove. 

The ground of doubt in connection with this sentence may be thus 
explained. In the word ^ prdj<\<patyBn\ is the compound ^ ehagesJia 
Bimndwa ' to be taken as being formed after the appearance of the Nomi- 
nal Affix (in ^ prnjdpatydn ’) ? — or is the Affix to be taken as appearing after 
the compound has been formed ? That is to say, if the word were explained 
as “eJm ca, esha ca, esha ca^ Hi, ‘eie’ (the Wcagesha compound) — Frdja- 
patih eslidm devoid iti ' Prdjdpaiyah^ P raj apati ' -k- the deific Ajffix), 
tdn‘\ — then the word would denote the relationship of a single substance 
mentioned "by the Pronoun ‘ e^^a,’ with a single Deity (Prajapati) ; 
and in that case the action referred to would be one only. If, how- 
ever, the word be explained as Praj d patih devgta asya iti ‘ Projayatyah ’ 
{^Prajapati ’ + the Affix), — Prajapafyagca Prdjdpatyagca Prdfdpatydgca 
iti ^ Prdjapatydh^ (the PJkagesha compound), tm , — then the word would 
clearly point out seventeen distinct connections of the deity ; and each of 
these connections implying a ‘sacrifice,’ the Actions referred to conld 
not but be seventeen distinct ones, ■ . , : - 
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Ill connection witli this doubt, we have the following : — 
PURVAPAKSHA (B). 

The Action referred to is one only, because in the word ‘ Fraja'pa- 
“ tym ’ we find ihiQ ‘plxirality distinctly belonging to thnt which is denoted 
“ by the Affix ; and as the Bhagesha compound is due to that plurality^ the 
“ compounding could not be of the basic noun. That is to say, one who 
“ explains the words as ^ Prcijapaiyagca Prajapatyagca, etc.,’ takes the com- 
“ pound as belonging to the basic noun as well as to the Affix ; but the only 
“ ground for this lies in the Apparent Inconsistency of the plurality in 
^ Prajapatycin^ ] but as a matter of fact, we find that the Plurality is 
“ not found in the basic noun; and as such, this latter cannot be coni- 
pounded into an ‘ PJkagesha ’ ; nor is it such that the Plurality cannot be 
referred to the denotation of the Affix, without there being an Bkagesha 
“ of the basic Noun ; because this Plurality is distinctly expressed, at the 
‘‘ time that the formation of the word * PraJapatyGn ’ is explained, by the 
“Pronoun ^ eshanu' Thus then, we conclude that the Deity ^ Prajapati^' 
“ mentioned but once, is connected with many materials. 

“ Further, when only a little assumption is found to serve our pur- 
“ pose, it would nwer do to assume- a number of actions, not directly 
“ mentioned, and their ApUrvas, That is to say, even if we were to 
“ accept the latter of the two explanations of the word ‘ Proj dpatyUn, ’ we 
“ could not rest with the mere fact of having the compound formed after 
“ the application of the Affix ; as it would be necessary for us to assume a 
“ number of unseen and unheard-of Actions and their Apurvcn ; and that 
“ we cannot assume any number of these at our will has already been 
“ shown in thie Cabdantarddhikarana (in the beginning of the present 
“ Pada)j where we have shown that we can assume, by means of Appa- 
“ rent Inconsistency, only that much of the unseen and unheard of, wufch- 
“ out which the connection of the mentioned Deity with the enjoined 
“ material remains inexplicable ; as the said Apparent Inconsistency does 
“ not warrant any more of the unseen and unheard of. It would, however, 
“ be necessary for you to assume from one to seventeen Actions and as 
“ many Apurvas, But as the assumption of the very first of these would 
“ complete all the Primaries (as in the case of the Prayajas), — i.e,, as the 
“ determination to offer the first animal to Prajapati would apply equally 
“ to all the other animals, whose case is not found to be different from that 
“ of the first, — the performance of that single offering will have connected 
“ all the rest with the sacrifice; and as such, we could not carry on the 
“ assumption any further. 

“ Then again, the difference of one thing cannot bring about the 
“ difference of another ; for certainly because of there being distinct 
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pieces, in the shape of the Heart, etc., it does not follow that there are 
different Actions also. That is to say, if the diversity of the materials 
were to make a diversity among Actions, then there would also be a diver- 
sity of Aetioiis on account of the diversity of the pieces of the animaTs 
body. As a matter of fact, however, no such diversity is possible, as 
we shall show later on, under S^tra YI — iii — 12 ; where it is shown that 
the whole animal having been laid down as the means of accomplishing 
the Primary sacrifice (of ilae Agnishtoma) , and the Animal having to be 
given away also as a whole, the fact that the sacrifice is to be accom- 
plished by means of the Animal, only as being the source from which 
the eleven pieces would be obtained, is got at from other sentences ; and 
as such the ‘ cutting of the pieces ’ becomes a qualification of the 
Animal<^ and not that of the Sacrifice. In the case in question also, all 
‘ the seventeen animals being known as the means of accomplishing the 
• sacrifice, the implied direction would apply the process of one animal 
^ (of its being cut into eleven pieces) to all the seventeen animals ; and 
as such there would be nothing very incongruous in the fact of a single 
sacrifice taking up (utilising) all the seventeen groups of ‘eleven pieces 
each. And for these reasons we conclude that the Action referred to is 
one only.” 

SIDDHINTA. 


To the above, we make the following reply : — 

If there were only one Action, there would be a single Injunction (in 
the form of ‘the Subsidiary Sacrifices are to be performed in the same way 
as the Primary ; and thereby the material to be employed being pointed 
out as a single ‘ elevei i -piece ’ group (as the Primary makes use of only one 
such group), there would be no use for all the seventeen animals. That is 
to say, the sentence in question does not rest with the declaration ^ JRrdja- 
patyan pagwi,^ as there is yet another part of the sentence to be supplied, 
viz. ^ prahrtivat,^ And if there be a single Action, it is the ^ 8 avcmhj a., ^ 
that is, the Primary in question ; and as at that the sacrifice is per- 
formed by means of a single ‘eleven-piece* group, it follows that 
in the action in question there should be only one such group ; and as this 
gronp^ too, in the case of the Primary Sacrifice, is supplied by a shigle 
animal — which is mentioned by a word wherein the singular number 
is meant to be significant, — it would be the same in the action in ques- 
tion also. And thus the action having been accomplished by means of a 
single animal, none of the other sixteen animals would become connected 
with Prajapati ; and thereby we would be neglecting the Plurality 
expressed in the same word (‘ PrajapatyUn *), as also the number ‘ seven- 
teen ’ mentioned in the same sentence. When, on the other hand, the 
idea accepted is that there are * seventeen * sacrifices, then the said 
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Injunction efcc,/ coming in for each of the sacrifices, would 
point to as many ‘eleven-piece’ groups; and for the sake of obtaining 
these groups, we could have as many animals, even if they were not 
actually laid down as ‘ seventeen ’ ; and there can be no doubt on the point 
when the Number is distinctly laid down. . 

Objection : “ It does not appear quite proper to reject the directly 
“ perceptible singleness of the sacrifice, and assume its plnralify on the 
“ground of an implied injunction (‘ Jpra^br^^ra^, etc. ’), For whether the 
“ sacrifice is one or many is ascertained at the time that the sacrifice is 
“ enjoined ; and it is on this Direct Injunction that an Implied or Extended 
“ Direction [Atidega) is based ; and it is never the case that the Direct 
“ Injunction is based upon the Extended Direction. That is to say, it is 
“ at the time that the Action is originally laid down, that we ascertain the 
“ fact of its being' one only or many ; and in all oases the original mention 
“ of the Action is by means of a Direct Injunction, and not by an Implied 
“ Direction. For, until the Action has actually appeared (as enjoined), 
“ there is no question ns to its method ; nnd until the method has ap- 
“ peared (and is found to bo wanting in certain factors) there is no Extended 
“Direction. Consequently as the Extended Direction 'prakrtimt^ ete*) 
“ is found to appear long after the unity or diversity of Actions has been 
“ ascertained, no such Extended Direction can rightly be taken as leading 
“ us to accept a diversity of Actions.” 

To the above we make the following reply : It has been shown above 
that whenever there is a doubt, it is always set at rest either by means 
of ‘ supplementary sentence ’ (/Sitim I— iv — 29) or by means of Indirect 
Implications (T — iv— 30); and in the case in question we find that we have 
both these means available for ascertaining the donbtfnl point. That is to 
say, in the case in question, it is not by means of the Extended Direction 
alone that we come to accept the Diversity of Actions ; in fact it is by 
means of the Direct Injunction contained in the word ^ prajopaty an ’ 
itself. As this Injunction had, at the first instance, been cognised only in 
the form of the material, the Deity and the ‘ Sacrifice ’, it had nothing 
definite to say with regard to the measure (or number) of that sacrifice, 
because of the doubt (in regard to the word ^ prajapaiyan^) attaching to 
the precedence and sequence of the Nominal Affix and the ekagesha com- 
poxtnd, as pointed out above (see above, p. 723) ; and this doubt is removed 
by the said number being ascertained (1) by means of the * supple- 
mentary sentence’ in the shape of the aforesaid Extended Direction, and 
(2) also by means of the capability of the word itself to imply that num- 
ber. < Though it is true that the Extended Direction appears afterwards, 
yet, as in the case in question, from the very beginning, the presence of 
that Direction is known to be as. sure as anything else; and hence the 
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Direct Injunction also comes to be taken in a sense tliat would not be 
incompatible witli that Direction. Consequently, even tbongh tbe interpre- 
tation of tlie sentence in question is begun with explaining tlie word 
^ prajapatyan' as ^ Frajapatirdemta esham, tan /’ — yet inasmuch as this 
interpretation is subsequently found to be incompatible with what follows 
(in the Extended Direction), the interpreter, if an intelligent person, does 
not fail to conclude that he had conamitted a mistake, at the very outset, 
in explaining the said word. There is no such rule as that the Extended 
Direction must always be in keeping with the idea taken up by us in tlie 
beginning. Nor is the Extended Direction capable of referring the seven- 
teen ‘eleven-piece’ groups — not mentioned in connection with the Primary 
‘ ’—to a single Action ; nor again can a single animal be the 
source from which all the seventeen ‘ eleven-piece ’ groups should be 
obtained ; nor is tliere any doubt on this point, that would be removed by 
means of the Direct Injunction (in the sentence in question). Nor is 
there an absolute contradiction between the Extended Direction and the 
Direct Injunction, because the full bearing of this latter is still doubtful ; 
and hence there would be nothing to set aside the employing of a single 
‘eleven-piece’ group at one sacrifice. 

The fact, too, of the Action referred to being one only is not directly 
enjoined. And in all cases, it is an accepted law that so long as there can 
be a compatibility (between the Direct Injunction and the Extended Direc- 
tion) we cannot take them as contradictory to each other ; and in the case 
in question, we find that the two can be made compatible with aacli other 
by taking the Actions to be many. And hence the construction of the 
word in question must be taken as — Frajapaiirdemtd asya^ iti ‘ Frajdpa- 
tyah, ’ ” and the ehagesha would imply the mention of the seventeen F'r&jct* 
patyas. And thus, the connections between the Deity and the Material 
being diverse,— just as in the case of the Agmshomiya,^ 
etc., — the ‘ sacrifices ’ referred to cannot hut be accepted as many and 
diverse. 

It has been urged above that — “ the cutting into eleven pieces being a 
“ property of the animal, it would be different with each of the seventeen 
“ animals, even when the Action is accepted to be one only,” 

But this is not quite correct ; because in the case in question, the 
Implied Direction does not refer to the Method of the Material; because 
tbe want of a Method always arises with reference to an xiction ; and as 
such it stands in need of the properties and qualifications of the Action 
(and not that of the Material). That is to say, the desire for the method is 
in the form — ‘ In what way is the result to be accomplished hy the sacrifice 
of the Frdjdpatya animal ’ ? — and not as ‘ how ’ hy the animal ? ’ In the 
Primary Savanlya sacrifice also, we find that the property of being 



728 


TAKTRA-YARTTEA, ADH. II — PADA II — ADHI ( 7 ). 


accomplished by means of the ^eleven-piece' group obtained from a single 
animal belongs to the sacrifice^ and not to the animal, as the mention of a 
property of the Animal would be useless; because if the property 
belonged to the Animal, then all that the property would do would be to 
purify the animal ; and there would be no use of such a purification, as the 
animal will have been destroyed (before the ofiering is made). As for the 
sacrifice, there is a distinct purpose served by its accomplishment, as also 
by the accomplishment of its Apurva ; and hence the cutting of the eleven 
pieces, etc., could all very well be taken as the method by which the sacri- 
fice and its Apurva would be accomplished. Thus then, a single sacrifice 
cannot take up more than one ‘ eleven-piece ’ group ; and when no more 
than one such group would be used, more than one animal too could not 
be taken up. Though some people might think that ‘ the fact of the 
source of the pieces being one only is set aside by the mention of the 
number seventeen, and hence we can take the single group of eleven-pieces 
out of more than one animal, • — yet, even then, only eleven animals would 
be necessary (for the cutting out of the eleven pieces), and not seventeen. 

The Bhashya I’epresents the opponent as declaring that — “ew a 
single sacrifice, we could make an offering of the seventeen eleven-piece 
groups." And the sense of this assertion is this : “ Fearing the 

necessity of having to assume an unseen factor, we take the word 
‘ pa^u ’ as indicating the ‘ Piece-Group ’ through its proximity to the 
Sacrifice, and the number ‘seventeen’ may be taken as specifying that 
Group.” 

But this cannot be ; because in the case in question we find no ground 
for the said Indication. So long as there is no incongruity (in the Direct 
Signification) we cannot rightly have recourse to Indication, And then 
what the sense of. the sentence comes to be, according to you, is this : 
‘ Seventeen animals should be taken up, and a single sacrifice should be 
accomplished by means of a single eleven- piece group obtained from a 
single animal ’ ; certainly such a performance would never be pos- 
sible 1 

If it be urged that the Number mentioned in one place could be taken 
elsewhere, — then too, it would come to be taken along with the sacrifice, 
on account of the greater proximity of this with the Apurva (and thus 
we would have seventeen sacrifices, and not one). And we have already 
explained above that we cannot rightly set aside any part of the Injunc- 
tive sentence, unless we find it to be actually incompatible. 

As for the necessity of assuming an unseen factor, so long as there is 
sufficient authority and ground for such an assumption, there can be 
nothing wrong in it. 

The Bhashya brings forward another theory, in the sentence — “ yadi 
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grngS>hhiprayd mrnahMprdya ru^abJiiprdyd vd ahhavishyan.'' This lias 
been brought in as a solvent for the sentence that lays down the whole 
animal as the o:ffiering ; and the sense of the sentence is that — “ from among 
“ various animals that may have either seventeen horns, or seventeen 
colours, or seventeen shapes, one is to be made the Prdjdpatya,^^ 

In reply to this it is said in the Bhashya : But the animals are subse*- 
quently laid doim dearly as ‘ hlacJc, hornless^'' (and hence the ‘ seventeen- 
coloured’ or the ‘seventeen-horned’ ones could not be meant). And 
hence we conclude that tliere are seventeen sacrifices. 

The use of the Adhiharana is this ; Though the Purvapahshi does 
not wish it, yet, in accordance with his theory, only one animal would be 
the means of accomplishing the sacrifice, and the other sixteen would be 
taken up only for the purpose of making up its enjoined number (‘ seven- 
teen ’) ; and hence the Pieces would have to be cut out of that one animal ; 
consequently if there would be anything amiss in this cutting out, it would 
be necessary, not to take up another animal for the cutting out of the 
pieces only, but also another batch of sixteen for the purpose of making 
up the enjoined number with reference to this newly -brought animal. Or 
again, when the purification of the first batch of sixteen would be only 
half done, if even one becomes amiss, — with reference to that, then and 
there, it would be necessary to repeat all of them over again (while 
according to the Siddhanta, each animal being used in a distinct sacri- 
fice, if there was anything amiss with one, that one alone would have to 
be replaced, and not all). 

Ohjection : “ In the case of the contiguous (or joint) performance of 
“ many sacrifices, we* find that if there is anything wrong with the 
performance of any one of them, then, in accordance with the law laid 
“ down under the Butra VI — v — 56, while the other sacrifices have yet to 
“ be performed, what is performed over again is only that one sacrifice, 
“ and not all of them ; and the same rule might very well hold in the case 
“ in question, where we have a combined or joint material.” 

Eeply : This is not possible ; because in the case in question, we find 
that the capability of accomplishing the sacrifice in question inheres in 
seventeen of the same object, i.e,, the seventeen animals taken as a single 
object ; and as such, like the number, it appertains to all of them taken col- 
lectively ; consequently the purificatory rites — upaharana and the rest — of 
these should be performed as such a whole ; consequently, when even a 
single animal out of these would die during the purification, there would be 
a destruction of the exact Material for accomplishing the sacrifice ; and 
hence, even though the other animals be quite intact, the purificatory rites 
of the material as a whole would have gone wrong ; and as such these 
rites would have to be done all over again. But even when afresh 
92 
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animal would be broagiit in, tbe rites would appertain to that animal only, 
as forming the Material for the sacrifice ; and as the exact character of 
the Material would not be attained by that me animal unless it be accom- 
panied by the other sixteen animals, —it would be necessary to bring in a 
fresh batch of animals, each time that there may be the slightest 

mistake during the performance. 

In accordance with the Siddhonta, on the other hand, each of the 
animals has the character of the Material, independently of the others; 
and what is done is only the performance of the sacrifices together ; and 
hence in this case if there is anything wrong with regard to one animal, 
it is that one alone that has to be replaced. 

Objection : “ If what you say is true, then, according to the Pnrva^ah- 
“ sha^ in the case of the Injunction ‘ Stoto'agastreshu tancaUirhhirddatte^^ 
‘‘ if there happens to be something wrong in the reciting of one Mantra, 
“ all the Mantras would have to be repeated,” 

Reply: Hot so; in that case each Mantra forms a distinct means by 
itself, and what the Injunction does is only to mention them collectively* 
As a matter of fact, in all that the Mantras do, with regard to the making 
up of the Hymns, etc,, they have each a distinct capability of supplying 
a distinct want (in the shape of the pointing out of the requisite Deity, 
e.g.) ; as otherwise all of them would form a single sentence (according 
to the Sutra II — i— 46). Thus then the fact is that each Mantra having 
fuMlled ite own specific function, the effects of all these functionings com- 
bine to bring about another effect (in the shape of a transcendental 
potency, etc.), and the character of aiding the sacrifice does not belong to the 
Ma7itras taken collectively. In the case of the seventeen Animals, however, 
it is found to belong to them taken collectively as a single whole. 

Objection : The effects of the Mantras, then, acting conjointly, if 
“ there were anything wrong with one, all of them would have to be 
repeated.” 

Reply : Hot so ; because when there would be nothing wrong in the 
cause ( the Mantra), there could be none in, its effect. Specially as the 
action of man appertains to the Means (of accomplishing a certain action), 
all performances should be regulated by mistakes in these Means (and not 
by those in the effects). 



ADHIKARAIJJA (8). 

IThe Differentiation of Actions hy Names,'] 

Sutra (22j : Name also (serves to distinguish Actions) ; be- 
cause of its occurring in the originative Injunction. 

The Di&rentiation of Actions by means of Accessories and Context, 
bristling with many discussions, is postponed for a future occasion ; and 
we proceed to consider the case of Name. 

[In connection with the sentence ‘ athaisha jyotih^ atha vigvajyotih, 
atha sarvajyotihf ’ there arises the following doubt — Do these names only 
serve to refer to the Jyotishtoma, for the purpose of laying down ‘ a 
thousand ’ as the sacrificial gift in connection with it ? or do they lay 
down other Actions at w^hicli that is the sacrificial gift ? And on this 
we have the following] — 

PtJRVAPAKSHA. 

Inasmuch as the words ‘ atha ’ and ‘ Bsha * stand in need of some- 
“ thing that has gone before, and as the rejection of the original subject 
and the taking up of another is a faulty process, — it follows that the 
“ various names apply to the single sacrifice ‘ Jyotishtomaf for which, as 
‘‘ in the case of the D^kshayana sacrifice, another detail (in the shape of 
“ the gift of ‘a thousand ’) is laid down. And when we already have a 
sentence if Jyotishtomena svargaknmo yajeta^ ) , lays down the con- 
‘‘ nection between the Material and the Result, if we accept the words in 
“ question to be the names of the same Action, we are saved the neces- 
“ sity of assuming (1) another Action, (2) an Apurva in keeping with 
‘‘ that Action, and (3) wholly unheard of methods for the accomplishment 
‘‘ of that Apurva^ etc., etc. ; and there would be the further advantage that 
“ as the mention of the gift of ‘ a thousand ’ could be taken as laying 
“ down a method of procedure with regard to the Jyotishtoma, we would 
not have to set aside this sacrifice ( which forms the original subject 
“ of the Context). If the sentences in question were to be the Tnjunc- 
tions of other Actions, there would be no use for the word ‘ athaf which 
“ refers to something gone before ; for one sacrifice does not stand 
“ in need of another ; nor does any significance attach to any order of 
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“sequence among tlie sacrifices, (tfiat are independent of one another) 

“ as we shall show later on. And hence the word ‘ atha ’ cannot be taken 
“ as signifying this order of sequence. 

“Nor does the Name express ^ Bhavand ^ nov is the EooNmeaning 
“found to be mixed up with the Name, in the sentences in question, as 
“ is the case with the root ‘ * (which is often mixed up with names of 

“ sacrifices) ; and as such there could be no idea of difference among the 
“ Boot-meanings. Nor again is the Name m. injunctive w;ord, whereby it 
“ could urge people to other actions (than the Jyotishtoma) ; and 
“ so long as the human agent is not urged into activity, even if a 
“ difference could be cognised, we could attach no significance to it, 
“ exactly as we do with regard to the singular Tiumber in ‘ graham 
“ (in the sentence ^graham sammdrshti*)- The injunctive word (in the 
sentence ‘ etBna sahasradahshinBna yajeta^) that we have in connection 
“ with these sentences, is taken up by the mention ot the accessory detail 
“(in the shape of the sacrificial gift of ‘ a thousand ’); and as such it 
“ cannot pertain to the form of any Action. If the Injunctive word were 
“ not thus set aside, then too, the difference of the two ‘ sacrifices ’ would 
“ be based upon the repetition of the word ‘ yajBtd, ’ and not upon the 
“ Names^ 

“ The mention of a Result also does not give rise to the idea of dif- 
“ ference among Actions, in accordance with the Sutra II — iii — 26. Or, it 
“ may be that inasmuch as the ‘ gift of a thousand ’ rests upon the 
“ previously mentioned Jyotishtoma^ the particular result mentioned in 
connection with this gift may be taken as following from the employ- 
“ ment of this accessory ^ gift * in connection with the same Jyotishtoma ; 
“ just as the employing of different accessories (af the same sacrifice), 
“ such as ‘ dadhi, ’ and ‘ milking vessel/ is laid down, with a view 
“ to particular results, (in the shape of the obtaining of an organ of sense 
“ and Oattle respectively). And thus, too, the Action referred to cannot 
“ be a new one. 

“ In the case of the words ‘ Jyotihj ’ etc., there is a further peculi- 
“ arity ; they form part of the name ‘ Jyotishtoma ’ ; and as such they 
cannot fail to give an idea of the Jyotishtoma. Specially as we find the 
^^Jyotishtoma actually spoken of as ^ Jyotih/ in the sentence ^ vasante 
“ vasante Jyotisha^ ^ etc. 

“ For these reasons, we conclude that, inasmuch as in the case in 
“ question, we find none of the ahovementioned grounds of diversity, — 
“ Difference of words, Repetition of the same word, Number, the 
“ mention of an Accessory incompatible with the original Action, and a 
Difference of Context — the Actions referred to cannot be any other than 
“ the original Jyotishtoma^^ 



SIDDHiNTA, 

To tlie above we make the following reply : When no word expres- 
sive of tl»e Action has been used, the that happens to be mentioned 
first cannot but give rise to the idea of something new. That is to say, 
in a ease where the Action has been already laid down by means of a 
previously pronounced Verb, before the Name comes to be mentioned, the 
unity or diversity of the Actions concerned having, in this case, already 
been ascertained elsewhere by means of the verb, the subsequently appear- 
ing Name would not distinguish the Actions. In the case in question, 
however, we find that the name is mentioned in eonnection with an 
Action that has yet to be laid down (by the subsequent sentence ^ etena 
sahasradakshinBna yajBta^) ; and as such, like the Number, it must be 
expressive of Separateness, Because in all cases, it is most improper to use 
one word in more than one sense, or to express one thing by more than one 
word ; and hence whenever we come across a new thing y we look for a new 
name; and mce versa, whenever we find a new we look for a new 

thing. When, however, we directly perceive both of these to he the same 
that has been known before, then this perception sets aside the weaker 
authority of the aforesaid chai’acter of the Name, But so long as there is 
no such recognition of identity, there is nothing to set aside the idea of 
difference naturally afforded hy the difference of Names, 

For instance, in the case in question, we find that entirely different 
from the previously mentioned Jyotishtoma, there is, later on, a new name 
‘ atha gauh ’ ; and as this latter has apparently no connection with what 
has gone before, it cannot bring about any idea thereof ; and hence it 
gives rise to the notion of something else coloured by itself (i.e., the 
name ‘ gauh’). And then we proceed to look out, in what follows as well 
as in what has gone before, for that thing of which this is the name^; and 
we find that all the ^yajaUs’ that have gone before refer to, and have 
been absorbed by, the Jijotishtoma ; and as such cannot refer to anything 
else, or have any other name; but as for the‘yq;'a^^^ that comes after- 
wards (in the sentence ‘ etena sahasradakshinBna yajeta’) though, on account 
of the mention of the Result, the Injunctive potency is taken up by the 
laying down of something else {i,e,, the accessory gift of * a thousand , 
and as such the Injunction itself does not serve to distinguish the Action, — 
yet, inasmuch as, "according to Sutra II— i — 49, on account of the inter- 
vention of an unconnected word (between the passages dealing 

with the Jyotishtoma and the mv^teme athaisha jyotih, etc.'), the word 
‘ gauh ‘ does not very well fit into what has gone before ; and hence the 
idea of what has gone before not presenting itself at the time that the 
sentence ‘ atha gauh ’ appears, the continuance of the previous Context 
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is broken off, and tbe mind naturally seeks for something else ; and tl»e 
subsequent ‘ presenting itself to this expectant mind, and being 

incapable of referring to the Jyotishtoma sacrifice, which is already 
possessed by another name,— and turns itself to an object other than 
the taking up of that the continuation of which has been broken off. 
Consequently then, the subsequent being separated from the 

previous Context, by the river of the name (* gauh')^ cannot go over to 
it; nor does the previous context go over to it; and hence perforce it goes 
over to another object. 

Thus, then, the word ‘ atha,' not being able to be taken as signifying 
either a reference to what has gone before, or immediate sequence, is 
taken as serving the purpose of introducing another Action. The word 
* esha^ also, being expressive of that which is perceptibly near ifc, is 
as applicable to what has gone before as to what appears subsequently, 
because both are equally perceptibly proximate to it ; and hence the 
signification of this word does not affect the discussion. 

As for the rejection of the previously mentioned and the acceptance 
of that which has not been mentioned, as it has to be accepted on the 
strength of the Direct Mention of the Name, there is nothing wrong 
in it. 

Says the Bhcishya : Nd^samimai punakgrutayah {these are not mere repe- 
titions of those) } and the sense of this is that as the Names in question 
have been used for the very first time, there can be no question of their 
being mei*e repetitions. That is to say, they are not mentioned with refer- 
ence to a previously enjoined Action. 

And further (according to you), the whole of the sentence ‘ athaisha, 
efcc.’ would become redundant; as even without these, the accessories, 
in the shape of the ‘ gift of a thousand,’ etc., could very well be laid 
down. 

Then, too, in accordance with the view that the names refer to the 
same Action as the previous one, inasmuch as the gift of Hwelve- 
hundred’ has already been laid down in connection with the Jyotislitoma^ 
the mention of ‘ a thousand, ’ with reference to the same, would lead to 
these two gifts being taken as optional alternatives, as both would serve 
the same purpose ; and this is not quite allowable. When, however, the 
Actions ai’e different, there is no such anomaly , 

Nor can it be urged that the mention of the latter accessory has its 
end in connection with a new Result; as the substratum of the accessory 
(the Jyotishforna) being hopelessly rent asunder by the intervention of 
the Name, there is no idea of that substrate at the time that the latter 
Accessory is laid down. 

And further the relationship of the Name, the Accessory and the 
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Result with the ‘ sacrifice ’ mentioned subsequently, is based upon Syntac- 
tical Connection ; while that with the pi’evious Jyotislitoma would be based 
upon Context (which is weaker than the former) ; and for this reason 
also the xictions must be regarded as different. 

!Nor are the words ‘ * etc. in the case in question (necessarily) 

the parts of the word* Jyotishtoma' ] because the name ‘ Sct^i^a^^ifara ’ (of 
one kind of Sdima) is not recognised as a part ol the name ‘ Kanvarathan- 
tara' (another kind of Sama). As for the sentence * vasante vasante 
Jyottslid yajBta^'^ we take the word as indirectly indicating the JyoUshtoma 
(and not directly expressing it), because of this fact being pointed out by 
other means of right notion. In the case in question, however, we do not 
find any such other means, whereby the word ‘ JyoUh ’ could be taken as 
I’ef erring to the ‘ JyoUshtoma. ’ As for the use of the word ‘ JyoUh ’ with 
reference to the Trivit, etc., in the sentence * Stdm jyotimhiy etc.,’ such 
use must be taken in a secondary sense, allowable in this sentence alone, 
on account of the fact of the two being spoken of (in the sentence) as 
co-extensive ( and as such this sense could not be accepted in all cases. For 
instance, though in the case of the sentence ‘ smho mclnavakafi, ’ the word 
‘ smha \ is taken as i*ef erring to the Boy (Mdnamha), only in its secondary 
sense of Brave, etc., yet when the word * sihha ’ is used in another sen- 
tence, e.g.j * Sinhamdlabhetdf^ it is not taken in tlie same secondary sense 
(but in its direct sense of the Lion). 

Thus then, we conclude that in consideration of the direct significa- 
tion of the words * Jyotih^^ etc., these names must be taken as differentiat- 
ing the Actions referred to by them from what has been mentioned before. 


ADHIKABANA (9). 

[Differentiation of Actions through their Deities,'] 

SUtra (23) : An accessory also (serves to differentiate Actions), 
when it is a new one, and incapable of being connected with the 
foregoing (action); because both the sentences are equally (inde- 
pendent of each other). 

Before dealing with the differentiating of Actions by Context, we 
proceed to consider the Diversity and Unity oh Actions based upon their 
Accessories. 

In connection with the Oaturmdsya sacrifices, with reference to the 
VaiQvadeva Parva, we find the sentence \vaigvadevyamik$hnf which 
serves to lay down the sacrifice implied by the connection between the 
Material and the Deity herein mentioned ; and following on this we find 
the sentence ^ vUjihhyo vajinamJ And on this point there arises the 
following doubt : Does this second sentence lay down an accessory Mate- 
rial for the sacrifice laid down by the former sentence, or does it serve to 
lay down a distinct sacrifice implied by the particular connection of the 
Material and the Deity mentioned in itself ? 

Though there was a third alternative also possible, namely, that both 
the Material and the Deity mentioned iu the second sentence are laid 
down with reference to the previous sacrifice, yet this has not been 
put forth ; because it has been shown in the Adhikarana dealing with t lie 
Paurnamflst sacrifice, that it is not possible for many accessories to he 
laid down in connection with an Action that has been already enjoined 
by a previous sentence. 

Thus, then, the question comes to be this: Is the material 
connected, in the previously laid down sacrifice, with the Deity (Vigw^ 
devas) of that sacrifice, or is it connected with another Deity (FayV), 
another sacrifice and another Apiirva ? 

On this, we have the following : — • 

PUEVAPAKSflA. 

“ The second sentence serves to lay down the material Vafina with 
“ regard to the previous sacrifice. 
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“ Because of the word ‘ FSji’ being taken as one wlo has vSja. or^ooi, 

“ and the I’ood meant being the amiksM- that has been laid down m le 
“immediately preceding sentence {‘raifmdevySmikshri’j, it . e 

“ Fifredgiz-as themselves that are denoted by the word ‘■'Vnphhyah i 
“ the action too referred to in this second sentence being the same as that 
“ laid down in the former sentence, what this second sentence does is to 
“ lay down a new Material, in the shape of the Yajiw. ^ 

“ That is to say, we do not know of any such deities as the ‘ Vajis ;, 

“ and no unknown meaning of words (lan serve to complete the meaning 
“ of a sentence; but, as a rule, whenever the meanbg of a word as a 
“ w'hole is unknown, what we do is to accept the meaning that is afforded 
“ by its constituent parts ; and in the ease in question we find that in the 
“ first sentence, the Yigwdevas are represented as ‘ Fdf r because of 
“ their having the Imikshn (which is a Food, ‘ Vaja ’) ; and then these 
“ same Deities being understood, in the second sentence, to be connected 
“with the material ‘ Vafina; they cannot be set aside from this connec- 
“tion (because there is no other known meaning of the word Vaji as 
“ a whole). These Deities (the VigvedSvas) are already impressed with 
“ the connection of the swcrifice previously implied by the first sentence ; 

“ consequently, when, with a view to establishing their relationship with 
“ the material Vdjina, we come to assume a ‘ sacrifice,’ we find that 
“ there is no reason why we should set aside the sact ifice ^ that is pointe 
“ out by the word ^vnji ’ (which is synonymous with Vigvedevds, and as 
“ such points to the sacrifice implied in the former sentence) , and ^ 
“ we have that .sacrifice, there arises no further Inconsistency with 
“ regard to anything else ; and hence we conclude that in the second 
“ sentence we have the same sacrifice, the same Apurva and the same 
“ Deity as those in the previous sacrifice ; and as such there is no reason 
“ for assuming any olher sacrifice. 

“ For these reasons we conclude that in view of the two sentences m 
“ question, the two Materials, ImiksM and Vdjina, must be taken as 
“ pertaining to the same sncrifiee, to be employed in it either as optional 

“ alternatives, or both jointly. 

- Thoiigli it is true that tlie Imihsha is laid down^ in the same 
‘‘ sentence that hvys down the sacrifice (and as such this being the more 
“ authoritative of the two materials, they cannot both be taken either as 
“ alternatives or coniointly),-yet wha,t the sentence could do would be 
“ to extract the ‘ sacrifice ’ from the previous sentence, and then lay down 
“ a fresh Material (Fftyma) for it (and in this way both the Materials 
“ would be equally authoritative). Though, as a matter of fact, the 
“ ‘ sacrifice ’ is implied hy the connection of the Deity and the Material, 
“ and it is not mentioned directly as extracted (from the previous sen- 
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“ tence), yet there is always an idea of the sacrifice being something that 
‘‘ is implied as apart from the Material, etc. ; on account of its having 
“ the character of an Action, Or it nmy be that what is implied in the 
second sentence is the word ‘ yaga* (from the previous sentence) ; and 
this does not disappear even when the Amiksha (of the previous 
sentence) has ceased to exist (in the second) *, and the word ‘ vaji* 
(in ^vajihhyah ’) too is put in only for the purpose of indicating the 
“ sacrifice implied by it (as synonymous with ‘ Vigvedevas * of the pre- 
“ vious sentence). Nor is the connection between the ^Vaji* and the 
“ ‘ Vdjina * understood to be independent of that sacrifice ; because 
“ there can be no mutual i-elationship between the two nouns them' 
selves. ' 

“ For tliese reasons ^Ye concdude that the action mentioned in the 
second sentence is not different from that laid down in the first.’’ 

SIDDHAFTA. 

To the above, we make the following reply:-— 

Inasmuch as the sacrifice laid down by the first sentence has 
already a Material mentioned for it, another Material (mentioned in the 
second sentence) caniiot possibly belong to it ; and hence the mention 
of such a material, for the sake of establishing its relevancy, could not 
but indicate another Action. 

The meaning of the Sutra thus comes to be this : Inasmuch as the 
^ Ouna* (material) is new and incapable of being connected with the pre- 
vious Action, it gives rise to the idea of a distinct Action ; specially as 
the two aeiitences are equal, independent of each other. That is to 
say, each of the two connections between Deity and Material {that the 
two sentences speak of), not allowing the presence of the other, as inoom- 
patihle with itself, lays down a distinct Action. 

Ohjecfioni ‘^Itis true that when the subsequently mentioned acces- 
sory is found to be inapplicable to the previously mentioned Action, it 
“ indicates another Action. But in the case in question, why cannot the 
accessory, ‘ Vajina, * be connected with the previously mentioned sacn- 
fice or its Deity ? 

Reply : The only reason for this non-connection lies in the fact of 
that Action having its material already laid down as something else. 

But why cannot both the materials be used jointly ? ** 

Because when a number of things are found to serve the same 
purpose, they are always taken as optional alternatives, as we shall show 
under the Sutra XII — iii — 10. 

Then they may be taken as optional alternatives.” 
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Bafc that is not possible ; because the two are not equally strong in 
the authority of their applicability to the same sacrifice. 

We proceed to show this inequality : The connection of the Yigm- 
and the Action mentioned in the first sentence, with the ImiJcsMy 
is one that is, directly mentioned hj word V ai(}vaddm ; while that 

of those with the * Vdjina * is indicated by the sentence (‘ vUjiWiyo voji~ 
nam ^)» And in all cases, there are three methods of mentioning the 
Deity : (1) By means of the deific nominal affix, (2) by the Dative case- 
ending, and (3) by means of the wox’ds of the Mantra used; and among 
these that whicli precedes is always more authoritative than that which 
follows. ■ 

Ohjection : “ The mantra being non-injunctiv'e, it is only natural that 
“it should be weaker in authority than Direct Assertion; but why 
“ should there be a difference of strength between the Nominal Affix 

“ and the Dative case-ending ? 

Ee^ly : It is by Direct Assertion that the connection of the Deity 
is mentioned by means of the Nominal Affix ; whereas in the case of the 
Dative ending, that connection is expressed by the syntactical connection 
between the two words lying itx close proximity to each other. 

For ii) stance, in the case in question, in the case of the word 
^ vaigvadevi,' the presence of tiie Deity {Vigved§vas) is expressed by the 
Direct Denotation of the word; while in the case of the Dative ending 
(in ‘ Vdjibhyah ’) it is implied indirectly by the proximity (and syntacti- 
cal connection) of the two words in the sentence ‘ vdjihhyo vayinam* 
(and certainly Direct Denotation is always stronger than Indirect Im- 
plication by syntactical connection), 

Ohjection : “In the case of the sentence ‘ vdigvadevydmiksha ’ also 
“ the connection between the Deity Yigvedevas and the material 
“ iksha^ is expressed by the proximity of the two words in the sentence ; 
“ and thus in both cases the fact of the connection being implied by 
“ syntactical connection is equally px'eseut. If it be urged that the 
“ character of the Deity is mentioned directly by the word ^ vtligvademj 
“ while it is only the connection of the material ‘ ^mikshd ’ that is 
“ implied by the syntactical connection, — -then this is also found to be the 
“ case ill the other sentence, where the character of the Deity being 
“ mentioned directly by the dative ending (in ‘ vdjihhyak ’ ) it is only 
“ the connection of the material Yajina that is implied by syntactical 
“ connection. If again it be ui’ged that tlie connection also with mate- 
“ rial in general having been mentioned by the Nominal Affix, what 
“ syntactical connection does is only to specify that material, — ^then, this 
“ too would be found to be the case with the other sentence as well. 
“ Because the single word ^ vdjihhyak denotes the character of 
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‘‘ tlie recezver of the offering ; B>nd. as tliis character would not be possible 
“ without au object to be offered, some such object in general would be 

“ indicated by the said Direct Denotation itself j and all that the 

“ proximity of the word ^Vajina^ would do would be to specify that object. 
“ x\nd further, granted that the Dix’ect Denotation of the Nominal 
“ Affix mentions the connection with some material in pezzeraZ ; even then, 
“ inasm.uch as the ‘ VSjina^ also is included in the ‘ object in general,’ there 
“ would be nothing incongruous in taking this latter also as the specified 

“ material for the same sacrifice (as held hy us) : the only iucompati- 

“ bility would be between the two particular materials, the Amihsha and 
“ the ' VajiniL ^ ; and^both of these being equally indicated by syntactical 
“ connection, there would be no difference between the authoritative cliarac- 
“ ter of these. And as such they must be taken as optional alternatives.” 

Bepfy : The Nominal Affix does not denote the Deity of the material 
iTi general ; what it does is to express the Deity of the particular material 
mentioned by the word ‘ asya' (which is present in the expression ‘ ,ui'sya 
d^vata, ’ which expresses the presence of the 4 Nondnal Affix). 

For instance, in the case in question, tlie Nominal Affix in the word 
^ V liigvadevi ’ being explained as ^ mgvedevn devata asgak', the pronoun 
< asydV expresses, not the material in general, but the particular mn ferial 
in close proximity with itself ; specially as it is only a particular object, 
and not the indefinite generic class * object ^ that is capable of being utilised. 
Consequently that tiie object expressed by the basic noon (‘ YigvedevaV) 
is name of the Deity of the particular material pointed oufc by other means, 
is the direct denotation of the Nominal .Affix in ‘ V aigvadem' Thus 
then, the idea of the particular material, as hearing in itself the parti- 
cular relationship, aiid as being subservient to the Deity, is hrouglit about 
directly by the \vord wdth the Nominal Affix, independently of every other 
word ; and wc proceed to look out for the particular inateriMl whose 
Deity has been meiitioned by means of the Nominal Affix ; and then it is 
that this is pointed out by means of the word ‘ amikshoi. ^ And thus as 
the connection (between the Material and the Deity) lias been mentioiied 
before the appearance of the qualified idea, there is iu this case no need 
of a!i Indirect Indication. I’hough as a matter of fact, in the case of all 
words, the basic noun and the affix have independent significations of 
their own that follow closely upon each other, and it is as between these two 
that the Relationship in question is cognised, — yet, in the case of the word 
in question (f Vaigvadem^ ), as the relationship (of the Material with 
the Deity) appears in the same word (as the members related), it has a 
distinctly stronger authoi’ity than that which is indicated by means of 
the proximity of two words (‘ v&jibhyo vajinam^) ; and it is for this reason 
that it is spoken of as ‘ directly denoted by the word.’ 


741 


BUfFEBENTIATlON OF ACT lOJS'S THROUGH DEITIES. 

Tkus then, in the sentence ‘ vai^vadevyamiksha ’ theve aretwo rolatiou- 
ships : (1) the Relationship of the Material with the Deity, and (2) the 
Relationship of the qualifier and the qualified; and of these the former 
is directly mentioned by the word, while the latter is indicated by Syntac- 
tical Connection. 1 

For this reason, the qualification of the word ‘ amtksha by the woi^ 

^ vadcvadevr is not tlxroagh the meaning of these words-, ^ 
in the case of the expression ‘ miotpalamj what the fact is, is that the 
Nominal Affix itself directly denotes the Amiksha togetlier witli the Deity 
(Viemdevah)] mid the partic-ala.r material referred to (by the pronoun 
‘ asya/i ’ in the expounding of the ISTominal Affix) is indicated by the 
proximity of the word ‘ 

That is to say, in the case in question, it is not that the word with 
the Nominal Affix denoting one object, and the word ' anviksJia’ denoting* 
another, the qualification of one of these by the other applies si^h- 
sequently; because this relationship is expressed, at the reyy outset, by the 
word with the Nominal A.ffix ; but what actually happens is that the word 
Yiththe Nmninal Affix having the capability of expressing that which 
cannot be utilised (that is, the Material in general), it stands in need of the 
proper particular object for itself ; aud then what the additional word 
(arnffoM) does is to present to it this particular object ; and thus, as a 
matter of fact, through the proximity of the word ‘ ’ the word 

'■ vaigvudenl' itself denotes the mateiial 'amiksha.' Nor does the word 
'nmikshn’ in that case come to he a mere reference to the 'amiksha’ 
denoted by the word ‘wnpuadgi!* ’:; because without that word, the word 
with the Nominal Affix is not cognised as having that (dmifesM) for its 
object. Nor does the Amiksha become ihe meaning of the sentence; 
because that which is denoted by the word with the Nominal Affix is not 
known to have a separate existence. As a . matter of fact, we have a. 
sentence, only when there are at least two independent denotations of 
words. ’ Thus then, all that the w ord ‘ dmifcsM ’ does is to bring forward 
that 'which is denoted by the woid with the Nominal Affix ; and as such 
it does not remove to a further distance (and thereby render weaker) the 

direct denotation of the Nominal Affix. 

It is with a view to all this that we have the following declaration : ‘ It 
is by the Direct Denotation of the pronoun ‘ asyah ’ that the meaning of the 
second word (‘ dmikshS,') is denoted ; and as that is expressed by the Nominal 
Affix, all the three (the Pronoun, the Affix and the Amiksha) become deno- 
ted by the single word (with the Nominal Affix ‘ F aigvoMm ’ Thus then, 
what is denoted by the word ‘ vaigvadevi ’ is that ‘ that which is the Amiksha 
is to become connected with the Deity Vigvedevdk’ And hence in this case, 
the co-ordination is between the words, and not between tbeir denotations. 
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In tlae case of the sentence ' Vajibhyo vajmam^ on the other hand, 
the case is wholly different. 

Because, firstly^ in the sentence ^ mjibhyo vajinam^ the material to he 
offered is not denoted either by the noun ‘ x^njin \ or by the Dative affix 
(in the word ‘ vdjihhyah ’) ; nor do any of these express the connection of 
that Material with the Deity ; and hence we cannofc cognise these by any 
other means save the syntactical connection (of the two words). That i® 
to say, in the word ^ vajihhyah^^ either the basic noun, or the affix, or both 
of them together, express either the material in general, or a particular 
Material, or the connection of sonae Material with the Deity ; all that the 
word denotes is that the object signified by the noun is the recipient ; 
and certainly there is no idea of the relationship of the material 
included in the word j and hence it has to be cognised by means of the 
syntactical connection, based apo?i the proximity of the word ‘ vdjinam.'' 

And secondly, in the ease of the word ‘ xaigvadem \ we find tliat the 
signification of the Pronoun ^ dsydh ’ is included in the Nominal Affix ; but 
in the case of the word the Dative is not laid down in the 

sense of ‘ that of wMc/i the object signified by the basic noun is the 
receiver of the gift.’ That is to say, in the case of the former, we find that; 
the Nominal Affix has been laid down by grammarians in the sense of 
‘ that 0/ which the object signified by the basic word is the Deity ’ ; while 
the Dative has not been laid down in the sense that ‘ that which is signi- 
fied by the basic noun is the receiver of that { a certain gift) ’ ; and as 
such in the case of a word with the Dative ending, there can be no 
indication of the meaning of the Pronoun ‘ asya ’ ; and as a matter of 
fact, what such a word actually expresses is the mere character of the 
Mecipient; and hence, it is only on account of the inconsistency of the 
mention of a ‘ recipient,’ without the ‘ object to be received,’ that the word 
with the Dative can give rise to a desire on our part for some such thing ; 
and certainly this does not make this thing to be directly expressed by 
that word; as, in that case, all that is signified by the sentence would 
become the denotation of that word. All that the said desire (raised by 
the Dative) does is to bring about the requisite relationship when the 
other word is uttered ; for if there were no such desire raised by tlie 
Brst word, even the second word could not bring about the said relation- 
ship. 

Thus, then, though the Dative Affix directly denotes the deific 
character (of Ydjin)^ yet its relationship with the Material {mjina) is 
indicated by syntactical connection alone. Our contention is with regard 
to this relationship (of the Material and the Deity) ; and there is no doubt 
that the relationship of the Material (with the Deity YBjin') (as 

indicated by syntactical connection) is very much weaker in authority 
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(than that of tlie with the Vzgmdevas, because this latter is men-' 

tioiiecl directly by the Nominal Affix in the word ^ vaigmdevzJ 

Further, it is a well-recognised fact that that which is eospremd directly 
by the word is more nearly related to it than that which is indicated hj 
syntactical connection, this latter being very much remoter than the former ; 
and lienee we proceed to show how, what you hold to be the sense of th 
sentence ^ vdjibhyah, etc. ’ is far remote (from the direct signification of the 
words). (1) For instance, in the case in question, the relationship of the 
Umiksha (with the Tigvedems) being in close proximity to the word, i 
recognised as being expressed directly by the word; wffiile the relationship 
of the t’uyVm with the Vigvedevas hemg far removed, is recognised as 
indicated by syntactical connection. Though the Nominal Affix (in 
‘ VaiiwadBm ’) does not express the fact of the Vigvedevas being the Deity 
of the particular Material (dmiksM), yet it does express the fact of their 
being the Deity of some Material in general; while the word with the 
Dative ending does not express anything with regard to any material, 
either general or particular; and this makes a great di:fference between 
the two cases. It has been argued above that the material in 
expressed by the Nominal Affix in ‘ Vaigvadevi ’ could also pertain to the 
vajina (which would thus come to have the Ftprederus for its Deity). 
But this is scarcely correct; because in the word ‘ ^ we find 

a feminine ending, ■which, though appearing in connection with the 
getteric term, yet distinctly points to the fact that the material meant 
must be that which is mentioned hy a word in the feminine gender 
may be found in close proximity with the former word ; and none of these 
conditions (which are fulfilled by the amlhshU^ sere found to be fulfilled 
hy the uajina, as it is neither mentioned by a word iii tbe feminine gender, 
nor is it in close proximity with the word ^ vaigmdevz " ; and as such this 
latter is not accepted as the material in connection with the Yi^ve- 
devas. 

(2) The relationship of the ndjina with the Vdjins is not mentioned in 
the form * vajihhyo vdjinam kurydt ’ ; and hence for the mention of that 
relationship, we must supply some word expressive of ‘ giving ’ and the 
like. As for the word ‘ ’ (denoting perforrnahility), this has got 

to be supplied even in the sentence dealing with the nmihsM. either 
above, or out of the final sentence laying down the actual performance 
the Action in question ; and as such the question of the expression of this 
performablity bas not been urged against the opponent. In the sentence 
‘ vajihhyo vUjinam' however, the said relationship is wholly uncognisable, 
until the root ^ dU^ f =to give) is supplied from above; though in the 
expression ^ vaigvadevyamiksha^ (we have the relationship directly 
expressed by the Nominal Affix, which leaves nothing that could have to 
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be supplied from above). Aiid tbe reason for this is that in ali sentences, 
there are only two ways in which the rehitionship of notins is expressed ; 
viz,^ either by the mention of co-extensivenesn, ov by the word in the genitive 
case; and in the sentence * vojihhyah ^ etc., we do not find either co-exten- 
siveness or the genitive word ; and as for the case-ending in ^ vtfjihhyah,' 
it cannot (being a case-ending) be related to any word other than the 
verb; and we do not find any vei’b mentioned; hence it becomes neces- 
sary to supply the verb from above ; this is one ground for the aforesaid 
remoteness. And the other lies in the extremely complicated nature of 
the connection among the three words vnjihhyah^^ ^ vajinam '^ and 
‘ dadyat ^). 

It may be ai’gued that — “ in the case of the sentence ‘ vaigvadevl \ etc., 
also there is an equal necessity for supplying the verb ^ sacrifice.’ But the 
two cases are not parallel, because in tbe case of this latter sentence, the 
‘sacrifice’ is inferred after the relationship of the amiksha with the 
Vigvedevas has been fully cognised ; and the cognition of the rela-tion- 
sidp does not depend upon the verb Ho saciitice.’ For you, on the other 
hand, the mere fact of bringing about the ownership of another person 
(which is implied by the Dative ending) being impossible (without the 
mention of the ‘ sacrifice ’), the ‘ sacrifice,’ would be’ necessary for the 
bringing about of a cogent relationship among the factors expressed (by 
the word ) ; and hence, from the very besufinning, it would be necessary to 
assume the verb ‘ to give,’ for the sake of the establishment of the syntac- 
tical connection between the word denoting the Material and that denot- 
ing the Deity. 

It is only when this verb ‘ to give ’ has been supplied, that the nouns, 
previously disjointed, become joined in a common bond of reiationsliip ; 
and thus both these words, having the same purpose, come to restrict 
each other; and this process is very complicated. In the case of the 
sentence ‘ VaigvadBvynmtksha ’ on the other hand, there are no such 
complications, and the process is very much simpler. 

(8) Though the Vcljin and the vajina are directly related to each 
other, yet (none of their terminations being sm^h as to express a co- 
extensiveness between them), there is a distinct remoteness between them. 
In the cnse of tlie sentence ‘ Vaigimdevydmiksha ’ on the other hand, tliere 
is a distinct co-extensiveness (expressed by the common ITominative 
ending) ; and hence we have a proximity between them ; as we shall 
explain, later on, how ‘the words having the same endings are more cap- 
able than those with different endings.’ 

(4) Further, all that the Dative in ^ v^jihhyah' could do would be 
to denote the fact of the Vdjim being Becijpientf^ ; and it is only by a far- 
fetched process that the Veijim can be indicated as the Deities related to the 
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v&^jina. Because the Dative is uot, like the particular Nominal Affix, laid 
down bj grammarians as denoting the Deity ; as all that it is said to 
express is the character of the Recipient; and certainly the ^ Recipient? 
is not the same as the ‘ Deity ’ ; for in the sentence ‘ he gives the gold to 
Atreya,’ Atreya. camiot be taken as a Deity. If the Deity were tlie 
(same as the) Recipient, then there would be no diiference between 
giving and sacrificing. Then again, 'that object which operates towards 
the accepting of a gift, is called the ‘ Recipient’ ; while we do not find the 
Deity operating tow«ards any such accepting ; therefore all that we can 
liave the Dative do is to indirectly indicate the Deity as one ivith reference 
to lohom the gift would he viade^ which is something that comes before 
the Eecipient ; oi*, it may be taken as indicatingthe ownership that follows 
after the possession of another person (the Recifuent) has been brought 
about ; because the character of the Deity is known to be identical witli 
such ownership. Even if the character of the Deity be held to be that 
of the Recipient in the shape of one not denying the gift, this would 
entail the indication of a character not compatible with the general 
character ( of the Deity) ; and this would be a very far-fetched and com- 
plicated process. 

(5) There is yet another cause of remoteness, in the shape of the 
doubtful nature of the word ‘ vajihhyah,' which can be taken both in 
the Dative and the Ablative ; whereas in the case of the Nominal Affix, 
there being no such doubt, the intellect lias not got to be over- strained. 
That is to say, when we come across the word ^ vdj ihliyah,^ until we have 
set aside (on certain grounds) its ablative character, and decided to take 
it as the Dative, the mind is in the tossing state of uncertainty. Tlie 
opponent argues that — “ the signification of the Nominal Affix (in ‘ vaigva- 
devt ’) is also doubtful, inasmuch as there are many meanings of that 
Affix, in the shape of the Patronymic and the l est.” But this argument 
is not quite relevant, or on the same lines as ours ; because what we have 
urged was the verbal doubt (in connection with the word ^ vSjihhyak^) ; 
while you have brought forward a doubt with regard to the meaning; for 
in all cases, whatever the meaning, the word vaigvadBvi can not lose 
its character of ending in a Nominal Affix ; and as for the meaning, we 
settle uns-rt-itTdenoting a Deity, because we find none of the other signi- 
.Srcations of the Affix compatible with the sentence. For you, on the 
other hand, even when (after a long cogitation) the word ‘ vcijibhyah' has 
come to be ascertained to be in the Dative, inasmuch as there are many 
meanings of the Dative, there always remains a doubt as to whether the 
Dative in question is an V papada-vihkakti or Sb Kdraka-vibhakti ; and thus 
also the latter being accompanied by a double doubt, this is certainly 
more far-fetched than the fotmer. Specially as the doubt with regard 
94 
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to the meaning, being common to hotli of us, cannot be ni'ged against any 
one of as only; while as for the doubt with regard to the itself, 
it occurs in your case only, and not in mine, and as such can very well 
be bimght forward against you. 

(6) Theu again, the amiksha is related to the sacrifice (to the Vi^ve- 
devas), which is pointed ont (as implied) in the same sentence where it 
is itself metitioned ; whereas the najina is, according to you, related to 
the sacrifice (the same as the above) which is pointed out in another 
sentence. And there can be doubt as to the greater authoritativeness of 
that material which is mentioned in the same sentence along with the 
sacTiJice at which it is employed. 

(7) Nor is it possible for the second sentence to draw out the 
‘ sacrifice ^ only from the former sentence, and then to lay down another 
material (the vajina) in connection with it ; because the impropriety of 
this has been shown under the Adhikaranas dealing with ^ OitraA and 
‘ VaiQ'oad^va' {Pdda IV, Adhy^ya 1). 

(8) Then again, in accordance with the rule laid down under the 
Adhikarana on * Vaigvadem^' the sentence mentioning the vajina would 
stand ill need of the further help of the Oonteast. Because the relationship 
of the Deity and the Material (spoken of in the sentence ‘ vajibhyo mji- 
nam ’) only stands in need of sort of a sacrifice', and that this sacri- 
fice is the same as that at which the previously mentioned amiksha has 
been employed, could only be ascertained by means of the Context. That 
is to say, the vajina, not being capable of being related to the Deity ‘ V a jins ' 
without a ‘sacrifice,^ stands in need of some sort of this latter; and 
then the conclusion, thnt the vajina also is a part of {i e., is to be 
employed al) the same sacrifice as that at which the dmihsha is used, can 
be got at by means of the Context alone. Thus, then, even though it be 
by Syntactical Connection alone that the VigvedBvas are pointed out as 
the Deity for the offering of the amiksha, yet we find that the amiksha 
is mentioned independently of anything else; and inasmuch as the 
vajina could be taken as forming part of the same sacrifice, by means 
of a Syntactical Connection that depends (for such signification) upon 
the Context, — the employing of the amiksha is found to be dis- 
tinctly more authoritative than that of the vajina ; and this makes a 
great difference between the two theories. If then, the vajina be con- 
nected with a sacrifice, independently of the Context, there being no other 
known sacrifice cognised along with it, we would come to conclude that 
it belongs to an independent sacrifice by itself; but in this, the vajina 
being separated from the VaigvadJeva sacrifice, you would be land- 
ing upon the SiddMnta standpoint. And we have already explained 
above, in connection with the word ‘ agneyaf that in the case of ail such 
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sentences as do not directly meBtio^^ the action of the human agent, until 
some sort of a ‘sacrifice’ has been inferred in connection with tliem, they 
do not stand in need of the help of any other sentence. (And in the case 
of the sentence ^ V^jibhyo vajinam'' when the .^ncnj^ce has been in fenced, 
or implied, within itself by the relationship between the Vajim and the 
this relationship becomes duly established; and as such the sen- 
tence could have no need of any other sentence of the Context such as 
* V(iigmdevyfimikiha'‘ \ and consequently there would be nothing to show 
that the sacrifice spoken of in this latter sentence is the same at which 
the aforesaid ‘ ’ would be employed.) 

(9) In the case of the sentence ^ vaigvadevh' etc,, the ‘ Vigvedevcis ’ 

as connected with the amikshU are expressed by meams of the fully 
recognised signification of the word ‘ ’ tu a w/ioZc (contained 

in the word ^ vaipvadevz ^) ; while with the rdjma ( mentioned in the other 
sentence) they could be connected only by means of the far-fetched signi- 
fication of the hroken-up constituent parts of the word \ vSjihhyah,'* 
That is to say, the Vi9vedevas could be spoken of as ‘ vay ins ’ only by 
taking this latter word in the sense afforded bv^# component parts. 
And as such a signification of the word could got at by joining to- 
gether the sense afforded by the two parts of the word (r^ya*f m) ; and 
this would be exactly like the meaning of a sentence which is got at by 
joining together the meanings of its constituent words ; and as such it 
could not hut he very much weaker in authority than the well-recognised 
meaning of a word as a whole y which is always obtained by a mere men- 
tion of the word ; and for this reason too the connection of the Y ajina 
with the VaigvadJ^va sacrifice is very much weaker than that of the 
dmiksJi^. 

(10) The word ‘ vdjin ’ as a whole is actually found to have such well- 
known significations as the ‘ horse ’ and the like ; and hence to take 
it as signifying the Vigvedevas would entail much needless trouble. 
Because, as for the character of the Deity, it must always be taken in 
precisely the same form as that mentioned by the word, no attention be- 
ing paid to the capability or incapability of that which is so mentioned ; 
and that cliaracfcer does not depend upon the generic class ‘ DBvatdtva ’ ; 
and hence too the word ‘ vdjin' could not (by the mere generic character 
of ^ B&vatdtva') be taken ns referring to the Vigvedevas, Thus then 
the word ‘ vajihhyah ' would directly denote the fact of the Horses b^ing 
the Deity ; and hence to take it as referring to the VigvedBvas would 
necessitate, without sufficient cause, the taking of that word in the 
much less authoritative sense afforded by its constituent parts; and this 
makes another great difference between the two theories. 

(11) Even when the word ^ vdjin' is taken in the sense afforded by 
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its constituent parts, as that sense would equally refer to all the Deities 
that may be connected with the offering of the Oahe (because the Oahe 
is iifood, ^ Just like the amiksha) ; and hence to restrict the word 

to the Fipyedeua^' alone would entail a further effort. For instance, all 
the deities, Agni and the rest, would come to be pointed out by the word 
on account of their being connected with such ‘ foods h as the 
Cake and the like ; and hence your theory would, at the very outset, 
necessitate the gratuitous assumption that the word ‘ food, ^ ^ vdja ' {in 
the word ‘ mjin ’), refers to the amiksha, and not to the Cahe, etc. ; and 
then again, there would be another assumption that though the word 
'vaja" refers to amiksha in general, yet it points to that particular 
amiksha which is offered at the Yaigvadeva sacrifice, and that as such 
the word ‘ vajin’ indicates those the Vipvedevas) to whom that parti- 
cular amihshn^ is offered. Thus then it comes to this : Though the word 
‘ mjin* directly by itself refers to many other Deities, yet, by means of the 
Context, it is restricted to the particular Deity (the Vigvededas). And 
we see no ground for this recourse to the Context ; because the Deity is 
always mentioned only as an accessory detail ; and as such if it were 
spoken of as something to ho purified or prepared like the ‘ vrlhi ’ in the 
sentence VrlMn prokshati, * then somehow or other, on account of the 
fact of such purification helping the Apurua of the sacrifice, there could be 
established a connection with the Deity mentioned in the same Context ; 
[that is to say, in that case, as the purification of the Deity spoken of 
in the second sentence could only be the cause of a certain transcendental 
result, the sentence could be ta,ken along with the Deity of a certaiji 
previoasly mentioned sacinfice]. In the case in question, however, we do 
not find the Deity mentioned as something to be ptmfied ; because even 
without its having the form of such purification, tlie action mentioned is 
found to serve a distinct })urpose. Even if the sentence could be taken 
as mentioning a this latter could only be in the form of the 

utilising of the and it would have notliing to do with purifying 

the Deity. For even if the sentence were to refer to the Deity mentioned 
in the same Context, there would he no certainty as to which one Deity is 
meant, as there are many Deities, Agni and the rest, that are mentioned 
in the Context. It may be ai’gued that — “ inasmuch as all the Deities 
would be included in ‘ Vigved^vas* (which word means all deities) it is the 
Yigvedevas alone that we take as referred to by the sentence in question.’' 
But this is scarcely right j because there is no authority for the collecting 
of all deities. If it be urged that^ — ‘‘ all are included, on account of the 
direct mention of the Plural number (in ‘ — we deny this ; 

because the Plural number may rest with three only. It might be 
argued that there is no reason why the number should be limited to three 
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only. But we have such a reason, as shown under the Sntm ^ muJchy- 
anGapurvaGodanm lohavat ' (Xll — ii — 23). Therefore there is no ground 
for taking the Vigvedems (as referred to by the word ‘ vdjihhyah 

(12) It is only when the Deity stands in need of some fact for 

making its mention explicable, that it becomes connected with a Mate- 
rial; and in the sentence in question, inasmuch as, in accordance with your 
theory, the Deity mentioned by the word ‘ ’ has its Matexdal 

already supplied (in the shape of the ‘ vaja and as such it is actually 
eognised as having all its wants duly supplied hy the same word ^ — it cannot 
be taken along with any other Material (in the shape of tlie'vajma^ whose 
connection would be hmed n-pon syntactical connection). And as such 
tber^e is a deal of difference between the authoritativeness of the two 
theories. 

(13) And further, it is always by means of Direct Assertion that the 

Deity becomes connected with its sacrifice; and in the case in question 
we find that the difect mention of the Vigved^vas by the word ‘ Vajin * is 
hardly possible. If in connection with the offering of the vrljina also, the 
Vigvedevas themselves be accepted as the Deity, then, in all places where 
the sacrifices are recapitulated, it would be necessary to pronounce the 
word * VigvedBva. ’ But in the case in question we find that this word is 
not mentioned in tlie sentence that serves as the Iniunction of the Vajina 
offering (f.e., the sentence ‘ vdjihhyo vajinam^^ which uses the word ‘ vajm ’ 
and not ‘ Yigvedeva ’) ; and as such a direct mention of the Vigvedecas in 
this connection is hard to be got at ; as the only way it could be got at 
would be in the following manner: (1 ) the word ‘ ’ has a literal 

signification ; (2) as the sentence in which that occurs does not men- 
tion the sacrificial detail (in the shape of the Deity), the word indicates 
(indirectly) the word ‘ Vigvedeva^ ; and (3) then this latter word comes 
to be laid down as the one which is to be uttered at the time of the 
offering of the • Ydjina. This would be a highly complicated process. 
Then, too, if the denotation of the word * vdjin ’ were to indicate a 'word^ 
this latter could be in the forms ^ sarve-devdky^ ^ nisgeshd-dBvatdk^'* and 
BO forth, all of which are synonymous ; and as such it would be extremely 
difficult to get at the precise form ‘ YigvedBvai And when some other 
word Q sarvB-devdy ) is pi’onounced, it cannot point to the fact of the 
particular Deity of the Vigvedevas being the Deities concerned ; as we 
slxall show later on, iu Adhyaya X, that the Deity of an Action is always 
recognised precisely in the same form as it is mentioned in the Injunction 
(X — iv — 23). In the sentence ‘ etc., we find that the human 
agent is urged to the offering of the material to the Deity mentioned by 
the particular word ‘ vajin ’ ; and as such, at the time of the actual offer- 
ing, the Deity should be mentioned by pronouncing the precise word 
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(and not any of its synonyms). Tims then, even if it be granted 
that the same Deity of the VignedBvas is mentioned by means of the 
word ^vajin' (in connection with the oSering of the v^jina), and by the 
word ‘ Vigvedeva ’ (in connection with that of the dwfe/i5)— yet, in ac- 
cordance with the taw laid down aboYe in connection with the words 
^Indra' and (vide Sutras 11 — i — 15-16), — inasmuch as the 

Deities in question are mentioned by two distinct words,— they must be 
regarded as wholly distinct; and consequently the second sentence must 
be taken as mentioning a quite different relationship of Deity and Mate- 
rial ; and then, inasmuch as it is not allowable for matty accessories (in 
the shape of the Material ^vdjina^ and the Deity ^ Vafin ’) to be laid .down 
in regard to a sacrihce that has been previously enjoined («.e., the 
. Vaigvedeva sacrifice), we come to the conclusion that in the case in ques- 
tion the mention of the accessory ( ‘ vdjinam^) serves to distinguish this 
latter Action from that which is laid down by the former sentence. 

Satra (24) : When, however, the word mentioning the pre- 
vious Action is not accompanied by the mention of any Ac- 
cessory. (the mention of an accessory in another sentence 
does not make it the injunction of another Action). 

This Sutra mentions a conuter-instance to the foregoing, 'i'he sense 
of it is that when a certain Action has not got any definite Accessory 
laid down by its original Injunction, if another sentence is found men- 
tioning an Accessory, this latter sentence can be taken as laying down 
the Accessory for the same sacrifice that has been laid down by the 
previous sentence ; and hence in such cases, the mention of the Accessory 
does not serve to distinguish the Action (from the previous one). 


ADHIKARANA (10 j. 


ISHira 24 has been taken by the Bhashya as forming a distinct. 
Adhikarana-~the tenth — by itself. Its sense is explained as that when 
no other material is mentioned in the second sentence, the Actions 
spoken of in the two sentences must be accepted as being one and the 
same.] 


ADHIKARANA (11). 

[The mention of certain materials — dadhi^ eic»—is with a vietv to distinct 
results.) 

Sutra (25) : Because of the mention of a distinct Result, 
there would he a distinct Action (laid down by the sentence) ; 
‘‘ specially as the Result is always connected with a definite 
Action.’^ 

In continuation of the sentence agnihotram juhotif we find the 
sentence ‘ dadlinendriyakamasya juhuyUt * ; and this gires rise to the 
following donbt : Does this second sentence lay down an Action different 
from that laid down by the former sentence ? or does it only serve to 
mention a distinct result as following from the offering of a particular 
material at that same sacrifice ? 

Two conclusions have been previously arrived at: (1) If the 
original Injunction of the Action contain the mention of no accessory, the 
accessory mentioned in a subsequent passage pertains to the Action laid 
down by that injunction; (2) if the original Injunction contain the 
mention of an accessory, there being no possibility of the connection of 
more than one enjoined accessory, the mention of aii other accessory per- 
tains to another Action. In the case in questiouj we find that the sentence 
laying down the original Action — ^ agniliotTam juhoti' — does not mention 
an accessory; and the other sentence cited mentions more than one 
accessory (tjf^a-.jthe Material ‘ dadhi ’ and the Result \ acquiring of sense- 
efficiency ’) ; and there arises a doubt as to the likelihood or otherwise of 
these latter appertaining to the former Action. 

For the purpose of settling this doubt, we have got to settle 
at first the question as to whether the Result mentioned in the second 
sentence follows from the Homa, or from the particular Material 
Dadhi. 

Question : How is it that the Bliashya has totally neglected the 
SBiiteuGB ^ godohanBna pagtikcimasya pranayetf which had been cited in 
“ connection with the present Adhikarana by the author of the 

Beply : The only reason is that the sentence in question is of no use 
in showdng whether the two Actions are identical or different. If the 
question at issue were as to whether the particular Action serves simply to 
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help the completion of the sacrifice, or it accomplishes somefcliing that is 
desirable for the agent, then, in that case, there would be a difference 
between the case of the sentence cited by as and that cited by the Vrtti; 
as however at present we are dealing with the question of the diversity 
or identity of Actions, ^^it is necessary that the sentence cited sliould be one 
that would help in a satisfactory conclusion being arrived at, in connection 
with the question at issue. The “ bringing in ” {pranayana)^ spoken of 
in the sentence cited bj the Vrtti, being of the nature of carrying a 
certain thing from one place to another, is not affected one way or the 
other by the diversity or identity of the xictions concerned ; as whether 
the Result follows from the ‘ milking vessel,’ or from the ‘ bringing in by 
means of that vessel,^ in any case, the performance of the main 
Action would be exactly the same. In the case of the sentence cited by 
us, on the other hand, if the Result followed from the material (JDadM)^ 
then Dadhi would be tlie material that should be offered in the morning 
and evening Libations (of the Agnihotra ) ; whereas if it followed from 
tlie Homa, then this Homaoi the DadM, having no fixed time for its per- 
formance, would be wholly different from the Agnihotra-Homas, the time 
for which is fixed ; and thus having the character of an independent 
Action by itself, like the Rarri-Zioma, it would be performed only once, 
and independently (of the Agnihotra) ; thus in this case a gx^eat 
difference is made in the case by tlie Action being diffei'ent. 

Objection : ‘‘ Even if the Result followed from the Soma, in accordance 
*Vwith the law Sannidhautvavihhagat ’ (II — in— 26), the Action laid down 
would be the same, just as the actions laid down in the sentences 
“ ^ yavajjimmag^iihotram juhuydt ’ and ^ agnilwtram juhuydt svargahamah ’ 
are the same as the original Agnihotra'^ 

lieply : It is not so j because as a rule, if the Action subsequently 
mentioned be recognised as not being diffex^ent from the one mentioned 
previously, then the Actions are taken to be the same ; otherwise they are 
conclnded to be different. Wi»en an Action is laid down with reference 
to a certain Result, and in connection with a certain occasion, etc., it could 
not be connected with these latter, unless it had been preyiously enjoined ; 
and hence it proceeds indirectly to acquire the character of the originative 
Injunction. Tims, then, if in the sentence mentioning the Result, the 
original form of the previous Action put forward by the more authori- 
tative proximity of the mental image partake of the form of that 
Action, then, in that case, on account of the incompatibility of the 
independent originative potency (of the sentence mentioning the Result), 
it is concluded, on the strength of recognition, that the Action mentioned 
in this sentence is the same as tha^ment-ioned in the previous sentence. 
If, however, we happen to p^etdeive the slightest difference in the 
95 
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sulbseqneBt Action from the one previously mentioned, tlien tlaere is 
no idea of the two being the same j and hence, in this case, the sub- 
sequent sentence becomes an originative Injunction by itself, and not 
having its injunctive potency set aside by another Injunction capable of 
laying down exactly the same Action ; though apparently pointing to some- 
thing else (ie., the material dadhi), yet as this something is mentioned 
with reference to that (i.e., the Result) which by itself cannot be taken 
up for performance, it serves to distinguish this Action from the one previ- 
ously laid down. 

Thus it is that in the case of the sentence ^ dadlinendriyahamasija 
jiihuyUt^' inasmuch as the Action of the Homa qualified hy Dadhi is men- 
tioned with reference to the acquirement of sense-efficiency, the idea, 
brought about by the sentence, of the said qualified Homa, is not set 
aside by another sentence putting forth the origination of that same 
Action. Because the JToma mentioned in the previous sentence (*Agm^ 
hotram juhuyot^) is pure and simple, while that which is mentioned in 
the sentence in question is qualified by the Dadhi ; and as such this latter 
is cognised as di:fierent from the former. That is to say, the Actio !i 
originally laid down in the sentence * agnihotram juliofd ' is Homa pure 
and simple, while that in the sentence is one qualified by Dadhi, and 
hence we do not have, in this case, the “ non-difference ” spoken of above 
as the only ground for identity ; and consequently the Action is con- 
cluded to be different from the previous one. 

Objection : “ The Homa qualified by Dadhi is also found to be previ- 
ously laid down by the sentence ‘ dadhna juhoH ’ (found in connection 
with, the Agnihotr a) ; (and as such the sentence ■ dadhnendrzyahdmasya 
cannot be taken as laying down an Action never mentioned 

before).” 

Reply : Hot so ; because the sentence ‘ dadhna juhoti ’ is not the 
originative Injunction of any Action ; because the Action, for which this 
sentence lays down an accessory material, has been originally laid down 
by the sentence ‘ agnihotram juhoti ’ where it is not qualified by the 
Dadhi ; while the sentence wherein it is qualified by Dadhi {i,e., in the 
Bentence dadhna juhoti") is not its originative Injunction, as has been 
fully established under the Sutra ^^ tatsannidhergunartliena puuakgrutih ” 
(II-ii-16). When the originative potency of the sentence mentioning 
the Result is set aside by another originative Injunction, then alone is 
the possibility of the Action mentioned by the former being differetitfrom 
that which is laid down by the latter set aside by the said originative 
Injunction ; and this can never be done by a sentence which (like the 
sentence * dadhna juhoti ") only la^^^pown an accessory detail (for the 
previously mentioned sacrifice) j beckile such a sentence never serves 
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as aa originative Injancfcion. And the sentences in the Context 
that lay down such aocessoiy details as the Material, the Result and 
the Occasion, etc., are all related to the originative Injnnetion of the 
Context, and not among them.selves. Because all these accessory details 
statid in need of the original mention of an Action ; and because this ori- 
ginal mention is found in close proximity to those sentences ; while as for 
the details themselves, inasmuch as they are not related to one another, 
they would be removed from one anotlier (by the originative Injunction). 
That is to say, inasmuch as an Action not originally laid down cannot be 
connected with any accessory details, all these details stand in need of 
the original Injunction of the Action ; and there is no ground for any 
mutual relationship among the Details themselves. As for the origina- 
tive Injunction, inasmuch as it pervades through all the sentences laying 
down the accessories in connection with the Action enjoined by that In- 
junction, Tt is not interrupted by any foreign factor, in its relationship with 
each one of the details. As for the Accessory details on the other hand, 
inasmuch as they are ‘ ^parartha' {iov the sake oi something else, vide 
III i — 22), they are not related to one another ; and consequent- 
ly when they happen to be interrupted by even a single unconnected 
element, none of them can be taken along with another. And for this 
l eason, the sentence ‘ dadhna juhoU’ does not present itself in connection 
with the sentence ‘ dadhnendriyahnmasya juhuyat.' This will be further 
explained under the Adhiharana “ Bkasya iuhhayatvS sanyogaprthaUvam ” 
(IV — iii — 5). 

T'he following might be urged here : “ The same originative 

J_rqxm<iUon{^aynihotramjuhoU') as qualified by the BadU mentioned 
m another sentence (‘ Dadhna jnlinti’}, might present itself in connec- 
jon with the sentence ‘ DadhnSndriyaMmasya jukuySt; and set aside 
the idea of the diversity of Actions,’* 

possible; as, in that case, just as that 
Action (Agmhotra) is qualified by the Dadhi mentioned by another 
sentence, so in the same manner is it also qualified by many such 
materials as ‘ tandula,' ‘payal^' and the like, also mentioned by other 
sentences {Ha^dulairjnhoU; paySsa juhoti, etc.) occurring in the same 
Context ; and hence the Action could not be of one form (if in the Injunc- 
tion itself any signification were attached to the mention of accessories in 
ot ier sentences). That is to say, in the originative Injunction 0 Aani- 
) the Action is found to be pure and simple; and hLae 
ftis cannot be recognised as the same (as that mentioned in the sentence 
dadhnendmyaUmasyajuhuyrfVyii it be held that the original Injunc- 

details or thd;^|ntences laying down fhe accessory 

, cm ring m the same Context (f.i., the sentences ‘ dadhnS, Juhoti 
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too, inasmuch as, in that case, the Action -would he cognised 
as qualified, hot by a single material, Du but by many such materials, 
as the iandiila and the rest, the Action mentioned by the sentence 
* dadhnendriyahamasya juhuyat ^ cannot be recoirnised as the sn me as that 
mentioned by the sentence ^agnihotram juhoti* qualified by that subsi- 
diary sentence alone which mentions the dadhi (i.e., ' dadhna juhoU ’)• 

OhjecHon: “ Inasmuch as the sentence ^ dadhnendriyakfimasya 
juhnyUt ’ requires the mention of the dadhi alone, even though there 
“ may be many such materials as the and the rest, in connection 

with the original Action of the yet they are rejected as 

“ being not required, and as such as good as non-existing ; and con se- 
“ quently the dadhi alone of the previous Action is taken up when the 
“ same Action comes to be mentioned by the sentence in question.’' 

Rejoly : In that case, it will come to this, that the sentence ^ dadhna 
juJioti' would be the originative Injunction (connected with the sentence 
^ dadhn^ndriyahdmasya julmyat^ ' which thus would have no connection 
with the sentence ^ agnihotr am juhoti ^) ) Kwd this contingency we have 
already rejected above. 

Further, in connection with the Agnihotra, dadhi is only one of ten 
alternative materials ; while in the case of the sacrifice performed for 
acquiring sense-efficiency, it is the only one material to be employed. In 
the original Agnihotra^ if all the ten materials, dadhi and the rest, were 
oi^ered conjointly, then it mi^ht be admitted that the same variegated 
Action has been mentioned in the sentence in question, though only by 
the mention of only one constituent of its mixed material. As a matter 
of fact, however, the dadhi and the rest are optional alternatives; and 
lienee the chance of any one of them being employed in the Agnilioim 
as one to ten. Consequently even if the sentence in question were to refer 
back to the sentence ‘ dadhna this latter sentence would point 

only to the dadhi that is one among the ten alternatives. But the dadhi 
spoken of in connection with the acquiring of sense-efficiency is the only 
one all-important material ; and as such the Actions cannot be recognised 
as identical (because the Action mentioned in the sentence in question 
has for its material the all-important Dadhi, while that mentioned in the 
previous sentence has ‘ dadhi'' as only an alternative material), 

Kor can the sentence in question be construed as ^ y ad dadhna juhoti 
tad indriyakamasya ’ ; because this would make the Eesiilt the objec^* of 
the Injunction, which is absurd. The real construction of the sentence 
is this: *when one desires sense-efficiency he should offer the Uoma of 
dadhi and dadhi almie ’ ; and there is no doubt that no such Uoma has 
heen laid down anywhere else. 

OhgeoUon : form of the Homa alone would be recognised as 
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‘I tile same ; and t-Ms reeogiiiHoij would establisli the identity of the two 
‘‘ Actions. As for the non-recognition of the sameness of the materials, 
“ that cannot be a ground for making the Actions different from one 
“ another. Hence it must be admitted that what the sentence in question 
“ does is to mention the same Action as the previous with the 

“ additional mention of an accessory {DadM).^y 

Bephj : It is not so ; because we have already shown above that with 
reference to an Action previously laid down, more than one accessory 
detail can never be laid down ; and in accordance with what you say, 
the sentence in question would come to lay down more than the relation- 
ship that of the Material * * and the Besult * sense-efficiency '). 

And hence the sentence in question laying down the relationship of the 
cladM and the Homa, and then again that of the and the Result, 

there w'ould be a syntactical split. And for this reason you must accept 
the sentence to be a qualified Injunction. And thus it must be admitted 
tliat this mentions a distinct Action (as such a qualified Action has never 
been found to have been laid down by any other sentence). 

Just as when the Action laid down being the Homa alone pure and 
simple, there is an indirect implication of that which employs various 
indefinite materials,— and then the special mention of the dadhi restricts 
tlie Injunction to one substance only,— so in the same manner, though the 
Eoma mentioned by the sentence ‘ dadhnendriyahamasua, etc,’ may be 
assumed as employing ten alternative materials, laid down by ten in- 
junctive sentences independent of one another, yet the mention of 
‘ dadhnd ’ serves to specify the one material dadM to be particularly 
employed, setting aside the tandula and the I’est. But as this specifica- 
tion of the Action with the single material is not mentioned by any other 
sentence except the one in question dadhnSndriyaknmasija^ etc.’), the 
particular result (‘ sense-efficiency ’) cannot but he taken as following 
fx’om the Homa itself ; and as such the Homa mentioned by the sentence 
in question must be wholly different from that laid down by the previous 
sentence ( ^ aynihotram juhoti *). 


Tims tlieii there being every reason for a doubt in connection with 
the sentences in question, we proceed at first to deal with the folio w- 
ing "■ 

PURVAPAKSHA. 

‘‘ Though in the case in question, the previous sentence agnihotram 
mentioning the Action, does not make any mention of the 
“ material, yet the sentence in question dadhnendnyakdmafiya juhuyat^) 
“ lays down a distinct Action ; because this latter contains, Ae., distinctly 
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‘‘ mentioas, B Eesult f sense-efficiency ’) ; and it is only from an Action 
“ tliat a Result can follow. 

The whole oi the BMvartMdUkm^ana (II— i— 1-4) serves as the 
“ present Because the conclusion therein arrived at was 

‘‘that it is only Ferfes, and not Nouns or Adjectives (laying down the 
“ material or other accessory details), that are connected with the word 
“speaking of the Result; and hence inasmuch as the Result is always 
“ <*onnected with an Action, when there is a distinct Result mentioned, 
“ the sentence in question must he taken as laying down a. distinct Action, 
“ and not as only pointing out another material (dadhi) for the previ- 
“ ously-mentioned Action (Agnihotra), 

“ Because the Material having been already mentioned once, the same 
“ cannot be enjoined over again ; and if you hold the sentence to lay 
“ dowm a material that has not been already laid down, then the men- 
“ tion of the Result would be altogether superfluous (as no Result can 
“ ever follow from ihe material, dadhi). That is to say, in a case where 
“ the word speaking of the Action does not speak of a Material, we can 
“ take another sentence as laying down that material, only if either 
“ that material does not happen to have been laid down already by 
“ a previous sentence, or if the sentence in question is not found 
“ capable of asserting anything more than what has already been men- 
“ tioned. In the case in question, however, we find none of these condi- 
“ tions present ; as the materiah dadhi, has been previously laid down 
“by another sentence dadhna jiihoti^)\ and the sentence in question 
“ mentions a Result (* sense.€‘,ffieiency ’) over and above what has been 
“ spoken of before. It is with a view to all this that the Bhashya has 
“ summed up tlie Purvapaksha in the words : we find a distinct result 
“ mentioned in the sentence in question, and a (distinct) Result can, ^'ightly 
“ speaking, follow from a {distinct) Action only. 


[The Vdrtika now proceeds to explain the w^ords of the Purvapaksha 
Bhdshya.') 

In the Blidshya here we meet with the words hi karmanak 

phalam. This sentence appears to he capable of a double interpreta- 
tion: (1) The snbsequent sentence ^ neti hrumah, no hyetaddrishtBnn- 
nena siddliyati ’ embodying a sort of a disavowal of the Purvapaksha, and as 
such affording a glimpse of the final Siddhanta, the question ends 
with ‘ kim ’ ; the meaning being \how {is it that rightly speaking the Result 
follows from an Action) — and the reply to this is drshtam hi karmanah 
phalam— because ire actually see the Result folloiving from the Action. And 
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iilien we laave tlie retort, ^ neti hrUmah^ etc/ And in this way various 
questionings and answerings go on up to the sentence ‘ tasmannaimn- 
jattyaheslivetad hhavati\ (BJia shy a, "p. 20), 

In accordance with this interpretation, the sole question— ‘ How is 
it that rightly speaking the Result follows from the Action ? ^ — wonld 
emanate from the Siddhantin. And as this appears to be wholly uncon- 
nected (or irrelevant) immediately after the Purvapahshin has summed up 
his own declarations, we must intei’pret the sentence in tlie following 
manner.: — - , ■■■■ 

(2) The Purmpahshm having declared ‘ ^acc a karmano nyayyam/ the 
Siddhantin^ with a view to avoid the meaninglessness of the word 
* dadhi ’ in the sentence in question, finds the conclusion arrived at under 
tlie Bhd>varthadhikarana (II— i — ^1) to be incapable of applying to the 
■case in question ; and thereby finding the sentence in question wholly 
incapable of expressing (the connection between the previous Hbrna and 
the Result, ‘ sense-efficiency ’), he puts the question : ‘ Do you conclude 
that the particular Result mentioned follows from the Homa, on the basis of 
an Inference from the similar case of Field-cuUwation, where the Result is 
actually found to follow from the Action ? ’ Though as a matter of fact, 
Bharma has been declared to be cognisable by means of Yedic Injunctions 
alone, — and it has been shown that Inference and the other means of 
knowledge do not appertain to such matters,^ — yet the operation of these 
means of knowledge has not been denied with regard to the considera- 
tion of the bearings of the Yedic texts; and as such there could be 
nothing objectionable in the introducing of an Inference, in connection 
with the consideration of the meaning of the Yedic sentence in ques- 
tion. . ■ 

In reply to the above question of the Siddhantin, the Purvapakshin 
having his mind imbued with the BlictvMhadhikarana retorts thus : 
“ Do not you taunt me with having been forced to bring forward an 
Inference, by the fact of the incapability of the words themselves, of 
“ directly expressing what is held by us ; because, as a matter of fact, 
“ when we have words directly supporting our view, it is not an Inference 
‘‘ that we put forward in the sentence ‘‘ drshtam hi karmano nyayyamd 
“ Specially as such an Inference from similar cases does not support 
“ our standpoint ; as such an Inference is beset with many such fallacies as 
^ asiddha^ (the prohans being unknown or not universally accepted), 
“ ^Anaikdntika ’ (doubtful character of the Premises), ‘ viruddha ’ (premises 
“ proving the contrary conclusion), and so forth. 

“ For instance, if the inferential argument put forward be in the 
“ form — ‘ the Mo77ia brings the result, as it is actually seen to bring about 
“ the Besult, ^ — then, inasmuch as the premises (bringing forward of the 
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Result) form part of tlie coucltision, it is wliolly mcapable of riglit- 
‘‘ ly leading to the said conclusioii. If again, tlie premises were in the 
“ form — ‘ because tlie actions of Field-cultivation and tbe like are found to 
“ bring about Results, ’ — then in that ease tbe premises would not speak 
“ of tbe Prohans as baying any connection with the Minoi- Term 
“ [and as sucb tbe conclusion would not be a legitimate one]. 

“If it be urged that — ‘even though the Prohans is not connected 
“ witli the Minor Term, yet we could deduce tbe coiiclusion, simply 
“ because we wish it to follow from tbe premises,* —then, in that case, 
“ the premises could, equally iegitimately, be taken as leading to tbe con- 
“ elusion that the Result follows from the Material {Badhi) 

“ It might be urged that — ‘ we could deduce our conclusion from a 
“ similarity with well-known cases (sucb as those of Field-cultivation and 
‘•the like), which similarity is found to exist between the Actions of 
“ Qultivation and Iloma, in the fuot of both being actions^ and not between 
“ the Onltivation and tlie Material ; because this latter is not an Action,' 
‘‘But there is certainly some sort of a similarity between 
“and the Material also; and if you deny this similarity, in the case in 
“ question, simply because of tbe nearer similarities of other things 
“ (with Qultivation), — then, inasmuch as there are things which have a 
“ much closer similarity with Qultivation ^ than the Homa has, we could, 
“ on this very ground, set aside this similarity also ; this is wliat is meant 
“ by the Bhashya — the Homa is also dissimilar; — that is to say, because it 
“ differs from Qultivation in its Means, Form and BesuU, The sentence 
“ of the Bhashya — ‘ atha hincit sUdrgyam grhyate taddravyasyayi sada- 
“ nityam' — shows what we have just explained ; that is to say, the Mate- 
“ rial also has some sort of a similarity with C ultivation, in that both are 
“ ephemeral, are connected with .substances and are effects. 

“ It might he argued that - ‘ there are other things more similar to 
“ the Cultivation than the Material ; and ns dmllarity is always compara- 
“ tively relative, when we are looking for something very similar, that 
“ which is only slightly similar is as good as not similar n.t all ; and lienee 
“ when we are looking out for the common character of Action as inher- 
ing in the Cultivation and in Homa, the similarity of the transient 
“ character, etc., of tbe Material becomes far removed ; and as such it is 
“ taken ns dissimilar,^ 

“ Butin that case, inasmuch as we find many other Actions, such as 
“ Eating and the like, which have a still closer similarity with Cultiva- 
“ (than the Soma), as these Actions (like Qultivation) bring about 
“ visible results (which the Homa does not do) ; — m view of this 
“much closer .similarity between Eating and Qultivation, that between 
“ Cultivation and the Homa may he rejected as being as good as non- 
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^‘ existent. And as sucli, this similarity could not serve as the means of 
“ getting at the desired conclusion. 

“This has also been declared elsewhere, in the following words: 

“ We do not find any ahsolute hetweeii Gidtivatwn and the 

Homa I and as for the presence of a similarity, this is found iu 

“ the Material also ; and as such the fact cannot he ascertained (on the 
“ sole ground of similarity). 

“ The Bhasliya has said — net caitat suldJiatu, The sense of this is 
“ that, by the mere citing of an analogous instance, or by the inference of 
“ mere similarity, it is not right to conclude all the properties of one 
“ thing to belong to another, until we have actually found an invariable 
“ concomitance between the two factors. As otherwise, all things in the 
“ world would become one and the same (as there is some sort of a simi- 
“ larity among all things). And the Bhashya has already said (under 
“ Sutra I — i — 2) that, because Devadatta is black, it does not necessarily 
“ follow that Yajiladatta is also black. For though the Gavaya is similar 
“ to the Oou*, yet we do not find the 'presence of the JDeivlap^ etc., in the 
“ former ; and though the subsidiary sacrifices are laid down as to be 
“ similar to the Primaiy, there are certain elements of the latter — such 
“ as the Eesult and the like — that are not found to be present in the 
“ former. 

“ Says the Bhashya — When a certain thing has been found to he a cmise^ 
“ in connection loith an already hiown object^ — i.e., with that which is cited 
“ as the Instance in connection with the Inference, — if the same thwg 
hajpjpens to he cognised as the cause, in connection with the subject of the 
“ Inference, then, in that case, such a thing proves the conclusion, 

“ Some people take this declaration of the Bhashya to mean that in 
all cases of Inference, it is only the Cause that can rightly point to the 
“ effect (and vice versa). But this interpretation of the Bheishya is not 
“ correct ; because we actually find such properties as * hrtahatva * (that 
“ of being a product) leading to the conclusion of ‘ anitydtva ’ (imper- 
“ manence), in which case there is no relation of cause and effect. And 
“even between the cause and the effect, the cause does not serve the 
“ purpose of pointing out a particular effect, in the same way as the effect 
“ points to the cause; because there are many effects of a single cause; 
“ and as such there is always a chance of mistake in the former case. 
“ Therefore it must be admitted that what the JBhSshya means is that, 
“ in all cases of Inference, when a certain characteristic has been found 
“ to be present in {i.e., concomitant with) a well-known object, and as 
“ such to indicate the existence of this latter, then such a <:haracteristic 
“ (serving as the Prohans of the Inference) comes to be recognised as 
“ serving the purposes of indicating (the existence of the subject of the 
96 
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“ Infereace). This has been fnllj explained under the SBtmdliiha- 
rana. (I, ii, 26 — -30.) .■ 

“ This is what is made clearer bj the Bliashja in the sentence— 
sJmdd he duly considered wlietdier the similarity even though existing ^ does, 

“ or does not, lead to the desired conclusion. And if on this examinatjon, 

“ it is found that the sitnilarUy is such a cause, and as such points to the 
“ desired effect, then the form of the argument would be— ‘ In the 
“sentence, dadhnendriyahdinasya, ehc., that vvhich is the brings 

“ about the Result, because it is an Action, like Oiiltivation,’ or that 
“ * the Result mentioned is to be brought bj an Action, because it is a 
“ ResuU', like the growing. of corns.’ 

“ The Bhashja puts forth anothej* syllogism — is an Actkm 
“ Jias a distinct Besult, etc. And this serves to present a counter-argument 
“that makes the elEciencj of the piwious argumtmts doiihtful. As the 
“ BhdsJiya proceeds to explain that there are cases whore, even after the 
“ Action of Substances— that of the for instance— has ceased, we' 

“ find Certain distinct results in the shape of anotlier subs tance— the cloth 
— following (not from the Action but) from the conjunction of those 
“ substances (the threads). The mention of the of Action is 

“ meant to show that Results are brought about even apart from 
“ Actions. 

“ It might be argued that — ‘ It may happen that in some cases the 
“ Result may be brought about by means of Actions.’ And in reply to 
“this the Bhashya has indicated a counter argument,— that in the 
“ sentence ‘ dadhnendo'iyakdmasya, etc,’ the Dadhi brings about the Result 
“because it is a substance, like the aforesaid threads ; or that 
rjficieifcy is brought jihout by substances, because it is a Result (or 
“ eifect), like the aforesaid Cloth, 

“ Says the BliQshya — the Onltvvation is not found to brmg forth an hn- 
perceptible Bestilt. This shows the contradictory citaracter of the 
“ inferential argument in question. The sense is that it may be that your 
“ premiss based upon similarity ( ‘ because JEToma is an action like a- 
“ tion*) proves the fact of the Action bringing about the Result, or that 
“ of the Result being brought about by the Action; but it would also 
“ prove the fact of the Homa bringing about a visible result, or a result 
“ in some such form as the growth of the corn and the like (and certainly 
“ this would be far from desirable, even for you). 

“ l‘hus, then, inasmuch as we have all these discrepancies cropping 
“ up, if we accept the aforesaid causal relation, it does not follow that 
“ because a certain thing is seen in one case, it must be present in 
“ another place also. 

“ At this point of the discussion, the Siddkdntin might retort — 
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“ ‘ When joii yourself have set aside the inference that the Besnlt follows 
“ the jiction, how is it that yon hold to the position that rightly sjpeahing^ 
fh^? Mmilt folloivs from the Homa ? ^ 

[This retort, as put in the BhasJiya, may be taken as extending as 
“ far as ‘ iti 

‘' But we have the following rejoinder ready : That the Result fol- 
“ lows from the Eoyna is cognised directly from the words themselves (of 
“ the sentence in question ) ; as has already been shown in detail under 
“ the BhavarthadhiJcarana (II— i— 1). Therefore loe conclude thcit the only 
rightful conclusion is that the Mesult folloivs from the Moma. 

“ The Bhashya adds— it is not right to say that the JResult follows 
from the Material Badhi ; and the purpose of this apparently useless 
“ repetition of a fact already implied in the previous sentence is simply 
“ to show that the two theories are not equally authoritative ; as the 
“ previous sentence might leave an impression that both might be right- 
“ ful conclusions. 

And further^ the Badhi is not capable of doing both (i.e., the accom- 
“ plishing of the Kama and the bringing about of sense-ejfiGiency) , 
“ lieoause the Badhi has no instrumentality of its own (towards the bring- 
“ ing about of the Result), apart from an Action; and as such, it could 
“ not, by itself, be connected with any Result. Consequently then (if 
“ the RacZ/ii had such an instrumentality) it would be necessary to dis- 
“ tinctly lay it down as accomplishing both (the Iloma and the Result) ; 
“ but no such, laying down is possible. 

“ It might be urged that a double purpose could be served by the 
“ Badhi (without two distinct Injunctions) ; just as we find that the act of 
“ washing the blanket with the feet serves the double purpose of wash- 
“ ing the blanket and cleansing the feet ; this argument may be taken as 
“ urged, either with a view to show the fact of tlie connection of an 
“ Action being only something by the way (and very immaterial), or to 
“ set aside the fact of the incapability of substances (to bring about, 
“ double results) ; because the opponent’s assertion that the Badhi is not 
“ eatable of ' doing both — is found to distinctly speak of the incapahility 
“ of a substance^ Badhi), 

“ The reply to this is that we do not mean to say that a single 
“ substance cannot serve two purposes. That is to say, we do not mean 
“ to deny the capability of Substances ; all that we mean is that even 
“ though the Substance {Badhi) were capable (of serving two purposes), 
“ it could not be utilised as such, in performance, unless it had been dis- 
“ tinctly enjoined (as to be so utilised); and consequently, it would 
“ become necessary for you to take the sentence in question as laying 
• “ flown the Badhi, both for the fulfilment of the Homa and for the accom- 
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‘‘ plialinaent of tlie Eesult— sense-efficiency. ’ But tMs would 
“ possible, as sucb a procedure would entail a syntactical split. 

‘V Then again, in all cases, we find that it is only when the factor (of 
“ the root-meaning), which is more proximate (to the Injunctive word), 
“ is not capable of being taken as the object of Injnnction, that we accept 
the remoter factor (of the material) to be its object. In the case in ques- 
tion, we find that the connection of the Dadhi with the Homa is veiy 
much more proximate than that of the DadM with the Result ; ana as 
“ such if both these connections were laid down simultaneously, we would 
have to accept, at one and the same time, both the probable and the 
^‘improbable. And hence when it becomes necessary to give up one of 
“ the two, there remains no chance for your theory (because that would 
mean the acceptance of the Remoter, and the rejection of the Hearer, 
“ factor) ; and hence, on account of close proximity, we come to connect 
“ the DadM with the Homa^ and the Hbma with the Result. 

“And thus, the Action (mentioned in the sentence dadlinendriya- 
“ hnmasya juhuyat) being found to be connected with the Action (of 
“ Homa), the sentence in question cannot but be taken as laying down a 
“ distinct Action.’^ 



SIDBHAHTA. 


Sutra (26) : The two sentences not being* exactly similar, 
the second sentence should be taken as laying down an accessory 
for the pre¥ionsly-mentioned Action. 

The sentence in question is not similar to those with reference to 
which it has been coueluded, xmdev BhUvarthadhikarmia (II — i — 1), 
that the Result follows from that which is expressed by the Root. 
Because so long as the potency of the Injunctive has not been removed 
from that which is exjDressed by the verbal root, whatever Result is men- 
tioned is taken as pertaining to that Root-meaning ; when, however, the 
potency of the Injunctive is transferred to the Accessory, if a Result 
happens to be mentioned, then, inasmuch as this mention of the Result 
would be touched by the Injunction of the Accessory, it is along with that 
necessory that the Result comes to be taken. 

That is to say, the Injunotiveness, inx’ealifcy residing in the Bhavana, 
is transferred from one to the other factor, according as that factor 
comes to be recognised as helping that Bhavana. And at the time that 
the Injunctiveness, as transferred to the Root-meaning, gets at tlie 
BMvanM with a particular result,— it is the Root-meaning that is made 
the Instrument (of ifcs accomplishment) ; and everything else becomes 
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subservient to tbat Root-meaning. This (fact of the Injimetiveiiess 
pertaining to the Root-meaning) is found to be the case, in connection 
with the sentence • agnihoti^am juliuytit svargakamah\ where the name 
{^ Agniliotra^) is incapable of wresting, for itself, the operation of the 
Injunctive. On the other hand, in the case of the sentence in question 
Q dadhnUndrujahamasya ju%wijat^)^tke ^ dadhi^ has got none of the 
various characteristics of a NamadhSya (IJ^ame of a Sacrifice) (as detailed 
in the Fourth of the First Adhydya) ; and hence it must be taken as 

something enjoined ; and as such it wrests to itself the Injunctive opera- 
tion that had been pointing to the Root-meaning. Thus then, the 
Bhdvand in question, a:Sected bj its contact with the conies to 

stand in need of a reference (to a previous Action) by means of the Root- 
meaning in the sentence ; and consequently, when we find a Result men- 
tioned, we at once conclude this Result to be somethitig to be brouglit 
about by the instrumentnlity of the Badhi, and not by that of the Kama 
(expressed by the Root-meaning of \^'u7iuydt') ; specially because those 
that are not enjoined can never be accepted to have the character of 
the Instrument ; and when we have accepted a certain other thing to 
be the object of the Injunction, we can never take the sentence as laying 
down that from which the Injunctive operation has been wrested, as ive 
have already shevvn above (under Sutra II — ii — 16), Just as on account 
of the Injunctive operation being wu’ested by the Badhi we deny the fnct 
of the sentence enjoining the Homa, so, in the same manner, on account 
of the presence of the word mentioning the Result, we cannot take the 
sentence as' enjoining the dadhi loUh reference to the Homa (because of 
the chance of syntactical split, etc., etc.) ; hence what we hold is that the 
sentence enjoins the Dadhi with reference to the Bhdvand ; and as such, it 
must be admitted that the Result follows from the Badhi. 

Question (BhdsJiya) • In the sentence in question, which is the word 
that denotes the exertion of a personal agent ? The sense of this question 
“ is that the words ‘ dadhi ’ (denoting the material) and ‘ indriyahnmasya ’ 
(denoting the Result) not serving the purpose of expressing the Bhdvand, 
they cannot directly form the objects of the Injunction ; and as such 
we would look out for a verbal aj06.x (that would express the Bhdvand 
“ or the personal exertion, and a:fford the object of the Injunction) ; and 
then, in accordance with the Sutra II — i — 4, it becomes impossible to 
“ entirely reject the Root-meaning (because the presence of the affix 
“ would he impossible without a verbal root) ; and consequently, the 
Result must be admitted to follow from that Root-meaning.” 

The reply given to this is by a single word *fuhuydt ^ ; that is to say, 
the word expressing human exertion is ^ juhuydt, * wherein the Siddhanti 
separates the Affix from the Root, the former serving the purpose of 
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expressing the object of Injunction, while the latter serves onlj as a 
reference (to a previously mentioned Action). 

Objection X — But the word [julmy at directly denotes something con- 
nected with Homa^ loliile it would he hy means of the indirect method 
‘‘ of syntactical connection that it would indicate the connecticm of BadJii, 
“ This passage of the Bhdshya serves to clear up the position of the 
“ opponent. As human exertion too is said to consist of the Bhdvann a,s 
** connected with the Injunction (the word \juhnydt [ cannot be said to be 
“ expressive of that exertion).’’ 

The reply to this is that thongh, in aeeordance with the conclusion 
arrived at uinler the Bhavnrthddhikarana, what you say lias been found 
to be the case, on account', of fche stronger authority of Direct Assertion, 
in regard to other sentences, — -yet, in the case in question, those who 
would admit your theory icould be all the more contradicHng Direct Asser- 
tion, Because in your theory, (1) yon would liave to admit many 
objects of Injunction, w^hile it is quite possible for very little t(r be 
object ; (2) it would be necessary to have recourse to Possessive Iiidica- 
cation ; (3) or else, there would be a total rejection of the woi"d (‘ d(dhif). 

That is to say, (1) in all cases, it is a well-established law that when 
it is possible for a smaller number of things to form the object of an 
Injunction, it always rejects a larger number. Secondly, according to 
you, the Soma being the instrument in the accomplishment of the Bhd- 
vand of the E^esult, the meaning of the sentence would be ‘ hhavayBt in- 
driyam homenn^ \ and thus the SComa would come on an equal footing 
with Dudhi, which is distinctly mentioned as the instrument (by the word 
d(idhnd') ; and thus both the Soma diXidi DadM having the same instrii- 
inental character, no direct relationship between them would be possible ^ 
and as sncli it would be absolutely necessary for us to have recourse to 
Possi'ssive Indication, taking the ^ dadhnd Vas = ^ dadhim at d\ — fite 
sentence thus coming to mean Idadhimaia homena indriyam hhctvnyet ’ ; — 
and there is absolutely no ground for this Possessive Indication. Thirdly, 
inasmaoh as the word ^dadhi' fulfils none of the conditions of a Nnmu- 
dJieya^ it cannot be taken as one ; and thus the word ‘ dadhi\ falling from 
the position of a NdniadJiBya as well as fi’om that of the Instrument, be- 
comes altogetlier useless ; consequently for the sake of the property of a 
word, in the shape of its proximity (whereby the root signifying the Soma 
is taken as the object laid down by the Injunctive affix, appearing in the 
same word ),— come to reject the word dadhi ’) itself ; and certainly 
this entails a greater conti’adiot ion of Direct Assertion than that involved 
in our theoxy. If, however, the sentence be taken as laying down the 
Dadhi as the Instimnient in the accomplishment of the Bhdvann of the 
Result, then there is no rejection of any word (or its property). 
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It is aligned — ^\That loay of taking the sentence tvould set aside the 
“ ivord ^ jiihotid ” 

The reply to this is that in any case it would he absolutely necessary 
to use the tvord ^JuJwyat\ (and as such the root ^ juhoti' would not he 
rejected). Because there could be no connection between the Badlii m\d. 
sense-efficiency yimlesB there was an affix expressing the Bhdvand ; and no 
affix could Le present^ except along with a yerbalroot. 

That is to sa}", it is ahsolutely necessary to pronounce tlie Affix, for 
the purpose of laying down the Bhavcmd qualified by DadJii and Sense- 
efficiency i and as the affix can never be pronounced by itself, and as it 
is absolutely impossible for an affix to be present apart from a verbal 
root, it must always be used in the wake of a root; and thus wlien it 
comes to the using of some such root or other, the particular root that 
comes to be admitted is that which expresses the Homa^ inasmuch 
as this is pointed out by the Context. And as for the relationship of this 
Homa with Dadhi^ it would only be in the form of the la-lationship 
between the basis and- the based [container and the contained)^ — which 
relationship also would only be referred to in the sentence in question, as 
it has already been previously mentioned in the sentence ‘ dadhid juhoti \ 

In the case of the seiifceiioe ^graham sammdrshti \ it has been shown 
that thQ case- ending (in graham ) does not serve the only purpose of ex- 
pressing the singular number ; as the only purpose served by such an 
ending is tlie mere fact of the word being an active noun ; but when- 
ever it is uttered, is has to be attended along with a certain number which 
is its invariable concomitant ; and thus even though no real significfmce is 
meant to be attached to this number^ yet the word signifies it all the 
same. In the same manner, in the case in question, even though t he Root 
may be used only for the sake of making possible the use of the Affix, 
yet, on account of the jDowerful character of the relationship (between 
the Root and the Affix), it could not but signify its own meaning, even 
though no real significance might be meant to be attached to it. Hence 
(in order to meet the objection that our theory would mean the rejection of 
the Root as useless) w^e must insist upon the fact that the signification of 
its own meaning is not the only purpose that can be served by the Root. 

Objection: Nanu ucyam^ne^pi, etc. That is to say, even though 

‘‘ pronounced only for the purpose of making the presence of the Affix 
‘‘ possible, yet tbe Root must express its own meaning also ; and there 
is no reason why no significance should be attached to it — as to the 
‘‘ singleness of the vessel in the sentence above cited ; consequently, inas- 
“ mucb as it is absolutely impossible to express mere * karoti ’ (a generic 
“ verb, simply affording room for the presence of the affix), what you say 
“ is most unreasonable.” 
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Beply : That does Bot touch our position ; because even when there 
is a connection between the Badhi and the Koma, the sense of ‘ karoti ’ 
is not absent (i.e., it is present along with the : and our pur- 

pose is served by that much also of its presence {i.e., the utterance of the 
Boot ceases to be useless even if it expresses only that much) ; specially as 
the peculiarity attaching to the ‘ karoti ’ (by its connection or combination 
with ^Koma') does not militate against any of our theories; as that 
petmliarity might serve to specify the Bhdvcmd in a manner other than 
thR,t oi the Instruinent. 

Ohjection : “ In that case, there is the same discrepancy ; that is to say, 
when, the ^ Iloma^ is not set aside (but is admitted to the present), 
“ then it would make itself obvious as the Imtnmentd' 

The reply given by the SiddJiantiis that it is the frequent repetition 
of the word 'juhuyat^ in the context, in many other sentences a gnihotr am 
jnliuydt\ ^ dadhnd julmyrit \ and so forth), that leads you to helieve, 
wrongly, that Homa is the Instrument. Because when we come to look 
into the matter closely, we find that in the case in question, though, on 
account of the proximity (of the Boot-meaning with the Injunctive Affix), 
the Eoma might appear to have the character of the Ohjective (of the 
Bhdvand), yet being (on account of its not being something in itself desir- 
able for the agent) found to be incapable of that character, it is removed 
from that position ; and in the same manner, in consideration of the 
presence of the word ‘ dadhi ’ (which has the Instrumental ending, and 
is not capable of being taken as anything else), the ^ Homa^ could not 
but he denied the character of the Instniment also; and Just as in the 
former ease the Homa is cognized only as qualifying the Bhdvand, through 
another (dement of it, so, in tlie case in question also, it would qualify it 
by serving as the hasis or substratum for tlie (operation of the) material 
^ dadhi \ It is joith reference to this that the cmthor of the Vrtti has 
declared — ‘ The Besnlt ivoiild he brought about by the material as based upo7i 
the Ilomad 

Question ; Is this relationship of the basis and the based (held 
** to exist between the Badhi and the Homa) something distinct, or non- 
different, from the three factors of the Bhdvand, vi %. : the Objective, the 
Instrument, and the Method of Procedure ? ” 

To this some people make the following reply : ‘ It is wholly distinct 
‘ from those; because Just as in other cases, the Bhdvand is cognised as 
‘ standing in need of the said three factors, so, in the case in question, the 
‘ Bhdvand, being qualified by a distinct material, stands in need of the 
‘ fourth factor. That is to say, in a case where the Bhdvand enjoined is 
* one in which the Root-meaning serves as tlie Instrument, all its require- 
‘ ments are supplied by the tlix'ee factors ; in such cases, however, where a 
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‘ eerfcam material is distinctly laid down as the Instrument, — so that it is 
‘ only in the cliaracter of the Instrument, and not in that of a disinterested 
‘ onlooker, that the said material could help to accomplisli the Result, — 
‘inasmuch as it could not have the real character of the Instrument until 
‘ it helped to bring about that which is expressed by the Root, there 
‘ naturally arises a fourth need for the Bhavana, as to the exact character 
‘ of this something expressed by the Root, by bringing about whicb the 
‘ Instrumental Material would accomplish the Result. And that sorae- 
‘ thing expressed by the Root which wmuid be the object brought about 
‘ by it is spoken of as the basis or substrate of the Material, as it is by the 
‘ help of that that the true Instrumental character of this latter is attain- 
‘ ed. Thus then, the sentence in question itself being wholly given to the 
‘ mention of the relationship between tlie Material and the Eesidt, and 
‘ being itself incapable of ahbrding the required basis, on account of the 
‘ chance of a syntactical split, — we are led by the Context to tlie conclusion 
‘that the Agnihotra Homais the required (for the operation of Dadhi). 

‘ And being thus got at, the BLoma is only re/ermZ to by the Root {mjuhu' 

‘ yat), which is used for the purpose of making the presence of the Affix 
‘ possible, and which as such, forms a necessary feature of the Injunction ; 

‘ just as in the case of the use of the word alabhBta, we accept the fact of its 
‘ being a reference to a previously mentioned action of alambhtna {i.e., in 
the case in question, we accept the Root to serve the purpose of referring 
* to the previous Hoina) ; and hence, in accordance with the law — thsit when 
‘ the Apurva foUoivs from a single catise, everything else is subservient to that 
‘ ca2iSG — , we come to take the Root-meaning as helping that which is 
‘ expressed by the noun {Dadhi) ' 

But, as a matter of fact, we can very reasotiably deny the fact of there 
being any need of a fourth factor, in the case in question. Because all that 
we find is that it is only the need fo.r the Instrumental factor that has been 
extended a little further ; that is to say, by means of the Root-meaning 
the Bhavana is accomplished more quickly than is done by means of the 
Material — inasmuch as the Instrumental character of this latter is accom- 
plished only after the connection of the Action (expressed by the Root) 
has been established. (And tiius all that is done in the case in question 
is that that functioning of the Instrument is I’emoved one step) ; and 
consequently there are only three factors needed by the Bhavana. 

Thus then, the Material being taken as having its Instrumentality 
accomplished through the Homa, and as leading to a distinct Result, there 
arises a question as to the Method to be employed ; and this is answered 
by the Method of Procedure employed in connection with the previ- 
ously mentioned Agnihotra. It is this what is meant by the Bhaskya — 
anayWgnihotrEti'kartavyatayti —which only serves to point out the said fact, 
97 


770 TAKTRA-V^AimKA. ADH. H PAUA II — ABHl. {11). 

— ni’ter tlie coBclusioxi of the present Adhikarana itself has been arrived 
at, which really forms the subject of the ^ Sdnstliddhiharana^ (Sutras 
HI, vi, 41— 47). 

Some people take this sentence of the Bhashya to mean that the 
Agnihobra itself is the required method. Bnt this is not correct ; because 
the Method is something wholly distinct from the Imtrument^ and the 
Eoma (constituting* the Agnihotra) has been shown to be non-di^erent 
from the Instrumental factor (of the Bhdvana). Consequently we con- 
clude that what is meant by the expression ‘ agnihotretihartavyata ’ is the 
aggregate of such actions as the preparing of the Fire, and so forth (that 
sire performed during the Agnihotra). 

Objection: B.ow is this? That is to say, how is it th;\t that which 

‘Hs not signified by the Boot the Dadhi) is connected wdth the 

Method ? 

Rejply : Phalasddhafiasya dadhuah. That is to say, just as in your 
case, it is only on account of its being the Installment (in the accomplish- 
ment of the Result) that the Homa (expressed by the Boot) comes to 
be helped by the Method, — so, in our case also, it is on account of the very 
same reason (that of being the means of accomplishing the Besult) that 
the Dadhi becomes connected with (and helped by) the said Method. 

There are two othei* arguments biwight forward by the Bhdshya : — 
(X) because of the proximity of this Method {o^ the Agnihotra), and (2) 
because we find the denotation of the foot ^juhoti^ present as a feature of the 
Injunction^ But none of these arguments appear to be quite proper; 
because as for the former, it entails an acceptance of ' sammiavidhdnatua * 
(the fact of the equality of Injunction), which is distinctly denied under 
the Sansthddhika rana {III, vi, 41 — 47) ; while as for the latter, inasmuch 
it only brings forward the law of Atidega, it is wholly irrelevant. And 
farther, if the requisite relationsbip is accomplished by niex*e jproajiW%, 
wiiat would be the use of the presence of the said feature of Injunction ? 
And conversely, if the pi’esenee of this feature were the reason for the 
relationship, there could be absolutely no use for the mention of ‘ proxi- 
mity ’ ; because that reason would apply equally to one that is at a dis- 
tnnoe (and not in proximity). 

In view of these objections explain the said expressions of 

tlie Bhflshya as follows: — (1) Because the said Method is made closely 
proximate by means of the particular Homa, which is found to be most 
helped by that Method ; and (2) because lue find the Boot-meaning of 
\iiihotV which is a feature of the Injunction, and which affords a ground for 
Atidepa*. i ,, 

And because the Root-meaning of ^juhoU, appearing through the 
Oontoxt only, as a feature of the Injunction, is only referred to (in the sen- 
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tenoe ill ques^ the Affix (in [ JuhtiyS^t 0 cannot be taken as 

enjoining eitber tlie appearance of tbat Action (of Homa), or the Result 
as following from it. 

Question: “ By ivhat has the Homa been previously mentioned^ to which 
the \juhuy at ^ in question would he a reference 

Answer ; You do not certainly mean to say that there is no other sentence 
laying down the Moma, 

Some people explain this last sentence of the B/ia5%a differently, ns 
meaning that it is not the case that apart from the ‘sense-efficiency ’ 
brought about by ( Dadhi^ there are no resiilts, in the shape of Heaven 
and the like, following from the llonia of the Agnihotra ; because such a 
result, in the shape of at least, is mentioned in the very sentence 

that lays down the Agnihotra itself (* agnihotram juhuydt svargakdmah 

But inasmuch as this interpretation would represent the 
as saying something wholly unconnected with the question put forward, 
and as such being wholly irrelevant,— we must accept the former explana- 
tion as being the more reasonable. 

Thus then, we conclude that the Action mentioned in the sentence 
in question is not different from the -preYionB Agnihotra ; all that the 
sentence does is to declare that if Dadhi is employed at the Action, ‘ sense- 
efficiency ’is the result that follows,— by the help of Eoma (which serves 
to make possible the use of the Dadhi}. Or, the sentence may be taken 
as declaring that the Result follows, neither from the DadAf nor from 
the Homa, but from the connection of the Dadhi and the and the 

words ‘ dadhi ’ and ‘ homa ’ only serve the purpose of expressing that 
connection;— (1) because for reasons already given, the word dadhi' 
cannot be said to have been wrongly inserted; and (2) because the 
Result could not follow from the Dadhi alone by itself. 

In this case, however, in accordance with a rule explained above, the 
sentence that has previously mentioned the relationship of tl»e Homa and 
the Dadhi {viz., the sentence ' dadhnU Juhoti' ) not being capable of being- 
taken along with the sentence in question (* dadhi^ndriyahdmasya juhu- 
yat'), --the said relationship of the Dadhi and the Homa cannot be taken 
as accomplished’^ (for this latter sentence) ; and hence this relationship 
not being capable of being taken as pointed out by the Context, we must 
conclude that it is the sentence in question itself that establishes that 
relationship ; and then lays down the Injunction of that relationship, in 
reference to the particular Result ; and thus the sentence containing the 
Injunction of more than one thing, there is a distinct syntactical split. 

For these reasons we conclude that the former interpretation — tliat 
the result follows from Dadhi — is the only correct one. The final sum- 
ming up (in the also is in keeping with that interpretation : it 
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beiBg in the form — therefore we conclude that the result follows from the 
Dadhi as connected with the homa^ And hence the sentence ‘ atha va^ etcj^ 
must be taken only as pointing another possible alternative. 

Some people, however, declare as follows: ‘It is one and the same 
‘ view — that the result follows from the Dadhi — ^that is put forward from 
‘ beginning to end, with all the arguments in its favour (and there is no 
^ mention of any alternative) ; and hence the proper reading of the Bhds‘ 

' hya is — dadhigahdasya vimhsMtatvdt, and the words atha va afford a 
‘ wrong reading ^ 

But this assertion— that the alternative explanation is not possible 
and that the reading is wrong^ — can be refuted in the following manner : 
As soon as we construe the sentence in question as that ‘ for one desiring 
sense-efiS.ciency, the result should be accomplished by means of Dadhi \ 
we at once become cognisant of the fact that the Result JPollows from 
the Dadhi as the Instrumental means ; and this instrumental charac- 
ter, not being otherwise possible, points to its connection with some sort 
of an action ; and as the relationship of the agent and the Action is always 
in the form of a potency^ the said connection is included in the Instru- 
mental ending; and then, inasmuch as that which is denoted by the 
affix is the principal factor in the sentence, what the sentence comes to do 
finally is that it lays down, for the sake of the Result, the connection of 
that of which what is expressed by the basic noun (‘ dadhi ’) is the snhor- 
dinate element. And when that connection has been laid down, then, 
as before, the Context serves to point to a particular Action, in the shape 
of the Moma, And, then, in accordance with the law regulating the relation- 
ship of the Material and the Deity, the connection of the Result with the 
relationship of tlie Action and the Agent having been brought about, there 
arises a question as to the character of the particular Agent of Action ; and 
hence, for the purpose of establishing the relationship of the Qualification 
and the Qualifed (between the Dadhi and the Eoma)^ the Moma is 
brought up by tin? Context. And hence it is that the Bhashya speaks of 
the connection hettveen the Dadhi and the Moma being laid doimi for the sake 
of the Eesult, 

Thus then, the reading ^ atha va'* is found to be quite connect ; 
though the conclusion and the final summing up are those of the former 
interpretation. Or even these might be taken as those of the latter inter- 
pretation ; as in that case also, inasmuch as what is mentioned is the 
Dadhi as connected, this connection is that of which the Dadhi is the 
subordinate element; and as such there would be no incongrnonsness 
in this. 

Objection : “ In the case of the sentence in question (if it be l^iiBn a« 
‘‘ laying down the Result as following from the ;3feterial), the Injunction 
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would involve tlie functioning of two woi’ds — ‘ dadhna ’ and ‘ indriyahd- 
masya ’ ; and tMs would give rise to a syntactical split 

Be]ply : This is no argument against us ; because the mere fact of a 
sentence expressing various relationships does not bring about a syntactical 
split j it is only when the potency of the Injunction itself is manifold, that 
we have that split ; and as a matter of fact, we have no such manifold 
potency of the Injunction in the case in question. That is to say, it is 
quite possible for many things to be connected together by means of a 
single sentence ; and in this fact alone, there is no split of the sentence. 
Because it has been distinctly pointed out that it is only the multifarious- 
ness of the Injunction itself that brings about a syntactical split. There 
is no such multifarious ness in the case in question ; because the Result is 
not an object of Injunction. The construction of the sentence thus comes 
to be this : the acconipUshnent of sense-effiozency (this being a mere reference 
and not an Injunction) is to he brought about by means of Badhi, As a 
rule, when a person desires something, he exerts himself to its attain- 
ment ; and hence for the acqumng of such a desirable thing as 

the person would exert himself naturally (without any Injunc- 
tion from outside) ; and hence what the Injunctive affix in question 
does is to lay down the BhUvand, loith its Instrumental factor^ with refer- 
ence io the BB>me BhUvand as endowed with the objective factor (z.e., the 
Result) ; and thus the object of Injunction being one only in the shape of the 
Instrument (as the Result is only referred to), — there is no syntactical split. 

Consequently, we conclude that for the sake of making the word 
‘ dadhi ’ serve a useful purpose, the sentence must be taken as laying 
down the Result as following from the Material Dadhi^ and not as laying 
down a distinct Action. 


ADHIKARANA (12). 

[Tlie Varmanttya^ etc»y are distinct Actions.] 

( When the sentences are similar (the Results) 
would be connected with distinct Actions. 

We now proceed to deal with an exception to the foregoing Adh-i- 
karana. 

The subject of the is thus shown: (1) we have the sen- 

tence — ‘ trivrdagmshtudagnishtomah^ tasya vdyavyastt ekavingamagnish- 
ta^yiasama krtvS. hrahmavarcasalcUmo yajBta^ \ then in continuation of 
this Agnishtut sacrifice, we have the sentence ^ v&mvanUyamagnishtoma- 
snma karyam^ ’ which lays down an accessory (in the shape of the varavau- 
tty a ) ; and then we come to the sentence, (2) * etasy aiva revatzshu vdravcmtiya- 
magnisJifomasdima Jcvtvfl jyagukBlmd hyetBua yajBta \ [The difference between 
the bearing of the two sentences being that when the Varavantiya is 
sung in connection with the Vciyctvya. verses then the result is in the shape 
of ‘ Brahmic glory while when the same is sung in connection with the 
BBvati verses, the Result is in the shape of ‘ Cattle 

Here too, we have, as before, the following doubt : — Does this last 
sentence enjoin an independent action, distinct from that laid down in tln^ 
previous sentence, as qualifed by a distinct material (in the shape of the 
Taravantiya in connection loith the RBvati verses) ? Or, does it only serve 
to lay down this distinct material only, with reference to the same Action, 
just as in the case of the sentence dealt with in the foregoing 
Adhikarana ? 

And on this, we have the following 

PURVAPAKSHA. 

“ In view of the reasons detailed, and the conclusion arrived at, in the 
foregoing Adhikarana, it must be admitted that the sentence in question 
“serves only to lay down the Result as following from a particular acces- 
“ sory (in connection with the previously mentioned action). Because, as 
a matter of fact, we find that the Injunctive potency of the sentence is 
“taken up by the connection between the Bevnti and the Varavantiya \ 
“ and then we find a Result mentioned along with this Injunction ; 
“consequently we cannot take the sentence as laying down the Sam/ice (as 
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tliat would entail a dual functioning of the Injunction, thereby leading 
“to syntactical split). And as for the connection between the Mevati 
“ and the Faraytm^zya, this would be brought about, without a repetition 
“of the Injunctive affix, by the word ^ kftva^ which is mentioned dis- 
“ tinctly by itself (and as such this would not involve the said syntac- 
“tical .split), ^ 

“ That is to say, it might be argued that— ‘ inasmuch as the sen- 
“ tence involves the Injunction of the appearance of the connection 
“ between lievaU and the Varavanttya, and then an Injunction also of that 
“ Connection with reference to the Result, there would be a i*epetition of 
“ the Injunctive affix, which would give rise to a syntactical split’. But 
“ this reasoning would be scarcely valid; because the Vedic sentence itself 
“ enjoins only the Result,— *-the fact being that the said connection having 
“ been established by the clause ‘ 7 *BvatUJiu mrmantfy am hrtva what 
“the Injunctive affix following after the root (in ^yajeta^) does 

“ is to lay down only the relationship (causal) of that Connection with the 
“ particular result. And thus there is no chance of the anomaly result- 
“ ing from a repetition of the Injunctive affix. 

“ Then too, iiaasmuch as the * verses ’ are spoken of as the 

“ substrate or basis (of the Sama)^ they are distinctly subordinate in 
“ their cliaracter and hence it is the Varavantiya sama which, on accouTit 
“of its predominant character, conies to be enjoined with reference to 
“ the Result. 

“That is to say, in the sentence in question, on a-ccoinit of the 
“ mention of an Accessory, the potency of the Injunctive, being removed 
“ from that which is expressed by the Ferbal root (‘ yaji ’), serves to lay 
“down that accessory, for the sake of the particular result; and as such 
“ it is found to lay down that which »has not been cognised as subservient 
“ to anything else. As for the Revati verses^ inasmuch as they are 
“ spoken of in the Locative, they are subservient to the VQmmntiya sama ; 
“ aad as such uot standing in need of any other purpose, they could not 
“ be connected with the Result ; while the Varavantiya^ having the Revatt 
“ verses for its subordinate accompaniment, is cognised as the predominant 
“ factor, on account of its being mentioned in the Accusative ; and as such 
“ it becomes connected, in the manner of the Root-meaning, with the 
Bhavana denoted by the verb ' hrtva and thus being on the look-out 
“for a purpose, it becomes connected with the Result. 

“ Or, in this case also, we can reject both the BBvati and the Y &ravan- 
'^tuja, and hold the Result to follow only from the Connection of these two. 

“Thus then, w^e distinctly recognise the following facts in connec- 
“ tion with the sentence in question : (1 ) that at the time of its utterance, 
“the idea of the previously mentioned ‘saciufice’ is still pi'eseut in the 
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" mind ; (2) that/ the word ‘ etat ’ (in ‘ Btasija ’) distinctly points to 
' that which has been spoken of before ; (3) that the genitive (in ^ etasya^)^ 
“appearing after that ‘ etat V which is co-extensive with (refers to) the 
“ ‘ sacrifice signifies the relationship of the Basis and the Based, pointed 
‘^out by the Context, between that sacrifice and the Accessory as leading 
“ fo the Result; (4) that the woi’d ^ Bva* serves to preclude any other 
“ basis or substrate for that Accessory, because no such other substrate is 
“possible; (5) that the Varavantiy a qualified by the connection of the 
“ Afjnishiomasdyna is already laid down by the previous sentence. And 
“ nil these facts distinctly point to the conclusion that the Action (‘ sacri- 
“ tice^) mentioned in the sentence in question is none other than that laid 
down in the previous sentence ; and as such, inasmuch as that same 
“ Action is referred to in the sentence in question, the Injunctive affix in this 
“ sentence will not be put to the trouble of laying down the Action, over and 
‘‘above the Accessory). 

While if the sentence be taken as laying down a distinct Action, 
“•as in that case nothing will have been previously laid down, the 
“ Injunctive affix would have to enjoin all that is necessary. 

“ And as a matter of fact, no such injunction of all things is possible ; 
because the Injunctive, by its very nature, is always endowed with a 
“single potency; and when its purpose is fulfilled by the Injunbtion of 
“ even a little thing, it can never enjoin^ any more than that. 

Dhus then, we find that the word ‘ hrtva ’ establishes the cc^nection 
“ between the Uevati and the V&ramntzya, while the Injunctive affix lays 
down only the relationship of that Connection wdtli the particular result. 
“ And as such, there being no necessity of accepting a manifold potency of 
“ the Injunctive, there can be no doubt as to the superiority of the theory 
“ that the sentence in question serves only to lay down an Accessory 
“ ( with reference to a previously mentioned Action). 

As all the references enumerated above are included in and based 
“ upon the reference of the ‘sacrifice’, it is only this last that has been 
“ spoken of in the Bhashya, and all the rest have been left to be inferred. 
“ For these reasons we conclude that the seiltence in question does not 
“ lay down a distinct Action.” 

siddhanta. 

To the above we make the following reply : When there is an Acces- 
sory which accepts the previously mentioned Action as its substratum, then 
alone is it so that we do not perceive any difference between the Actions 
(mentioned in the two sentences) ; and the reason is that in such a case, 
what the latter sentence does is only to re/er to the previous Action for the 
5ake of its connection with the new Accessoiy. 
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That is to say, we find the sentence in question, * etasyaiva rBvattshu^ etc,\ 
containing the mention of ‘ sacrifice ’ directly by means of the root ‘ yaji ’ ; 
under the circumstances, if the exact sort of ‘sacrifice’ that is herein 
mentioned had been previously mentioned in another sentence, then alone 
could we conclude that the one mentioned in the sentence in question is not 
a distinct sacrifice. As for instance, in the case of the sentence ‘ dadhnB- 
ndriyahdmasaya, €tc.\ we find that the sentence directly lays down only the 
relationship with the particular Result ; and then the Context helps to 
supply the other substrate of the relationship,— in the shape of Soma ; 
and in this case we admit the mention of ‘ Moma ’ in the sentence to be a 
mere reference to a previously mentioned ‘ Homa ’ ; and another reason 
for this is that the by itself also is capable of directly accomplishing 

the Homa. In the case in question, on the other hand, we find that the 
Yaravantzya qualified by the Mevatz verses is not, by itself, capable of 
directly accomplishing the Sacrifice; because it is neither a Deity nor a 
Material (which two alone are capable of directly accomplishing the 
Sacrifice) ; because the Sacrifice requires, for its accomplishment, no other 
helping factors, except those of the Deity, the Material, and the Performer ; 
and hence it is never accomplished directly by means of a Sdma (Ynravan^ 
tlya midi the like). 

Thus then, though, through the peculiar character of the Context, the 
‘ Sacrifice’ (previously mentioned) is present in the mind, yet it does not 
become cognised as the substrate of the said Bama^ because of its inherent 
incapability of having that character ; and hence that ‘ Sacrifice ’ cannot be 
accepted as referred to by the sentence in question Bevatzshu, ; 

specially as we have no grounds for believing that the ‘ sacrifice ’ herein 
mentioned is the same as the one previously mentioned. As for the Hymn- 
hig^ that forms a part of the previous * sacrifice and which, being accom- 
plished by means of the Yaravant%ya Sdma, is capable of being taken as 
its substrate, — it is not pointed out by the Context ; because the presence 
of Hymning in the previous ‘sacrifice’, the ^ Agnishiut\ is only based 
upon an indirect implication. 

It is with reference to this, that it has been declared that — thouf^h 
the Sdma is inherently capable of accomplishing the Hymning, yet as no 
such Hymning is pointed out by the Context, it cannot be taken as the 
substrate of the Sdma in questioti. 

The following argument might be brought forward by the other 
party : “ The Sdma could base itself upon the Sacrifice, in that very 
capacity whereby it would help the performance of the sacrifice ; and 
“conversely the ‘ Sacrifice' also would become the substrate of the Sdma, 
“ in whatever capacity it would be able to act as a true substrate ; such 
“ cognition being based upon the general rule whereby the meanings of all 
98 
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Yerbs are ascertained in accordance witli tbe capacities of tMugs. And 
“then (eyen tboagb tbe /Sama may not be able to Kelp directly in tbe 
“performance of tbe sacrifice itself, yet) in accordance witli tliQ 8utra 
“III— i — 18, it would be quite capable of directly accomplisMng tbe 
“ Hymning which forms an integral part of the ^ Agnishtut ’ sacrifice ; and 
“ as such, there would be no incongruity in the said relationship of the 
“Basis and the Based (between the Bama and the \ Sacrifice -whidh 
“would be due to an integral part of the latter, in the shape of the 
“ Hymning.” 

Reply i That is not possible ; because we have already shown that 
that aloce can be taken as the subsidiary part of a sacrifice which has 
been actually laid down as such a part; that, on the other hand, which 
appears distinctly as independent by itself, can never become a subsidiary 
part. 

That is to say, in tlie case of the sentence [ Saptadag^ratmrvUjapByasya 
yUpak' (the sacrificial post at the Vajapeya is to be seventeen cubits in 
length), we find that the ‘ seven teen-cubit-length ’ is distinctly laid 
down as a subsidiary detail ; and then, inasmuch as it is not found to be 
capable of being directly connected with the Yajapeya sacrifice, we 
conclude that it should help in the performance of this sacrifice in what- 
ever way it can ; and consequently it comes to be taken as a qualification 
of the sacrificial post winch forms an integral factor in the performance. 
If, in the case in question also, the Varavantiya had been laid down as 
a subsidiary detail of the sacrifice, — then alone, being found incapable of 
directly serving the Sacrifice, would it come to be taken as helping the 
Hymning^ which forms an integral part of the sacrifice. As a matter 
of fact, however, we find that the Varavantiya, being laid down in regard 
to a particular result, stands in need of a substrate, or basis, in the 
shape of nm Action ; and under the cimumstances, if it could find any 
Action, already previously mentioned, that could form its substrate, then 
it would directly connect itself with that Action ; when, however, it finds 
no snch Action already mentioned, then the sentence in question distinctly 
points to something else {afresli Action hitherto not mentioned) as the 
requisite basis. Kor would the Vdravantzya become wholly useless, by tiot 
being connected with any previously mentioned Action ; as it will have its 
use in the new Action that would be laid down by the sentence in question. 
And further, inasmuch as the action of Hymning is whollj differ- 
ent from that of Sacrifice, — ^by accomplishing the former, the Varavantiya 
cannot he said to have accomplished the latter. And hence, even if 
the S^ma helped in the Hymning, it would remain as unconnected with the 
Bacn/ic6, as if it had been mentioned and performed in connection with 
another sacrifice altogether* lu the case of the sentence ^ saptadaga- 
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mtnirvdjajpByasya yUpak^’ on the otliei? hand, we find that the Genitive 
in * t7^yajpe^ast/a ^ signifi.es mere relationsMp in general \ and as such, 
there is, in this case, nothing incongruous in the relationship subsisting 
indirectly, in the subsidiary details. And as sucli there can be no 
similarity between the sentence ^ saptadaga, etc,' and the sentence in 
question. 

Bven though it be possible for the Sacrifice to form the substrate (of 
the Sama), indirectly, through the Hymning, — ^yet, in that case the Soma 
would come to be connected with all kinds of Hymns • and as such the 
specification, in the sentence in question, of the Hymn as the ^Agnish- 
toma Sdma ’ would be wholly meaningless. For if the Hymn called the 
' Agnishtoma 8dma^ be taken as the required substrate indicated by the 
sentence itself, then there would be a syntactical split (the sentence laying 
down the fact of the Y dravantiya being based on the Agnishtoma 8dma, 
and also that of its bringing about the particular Result), Then again, if 
the sentence be taken as * indicating a general relationship (of the 
Ydfavantzya) with the —this generar relationship being 

specified by the expression ‘ etasyaiva\—then too there is a syntactical 
split; and the pronoun ‘ eias?/a ’ indicating the I’elation ship of that which 
has gone before, this would make the VdravanUy a connected with all the 
Hymns of the previous sacrifice ; and then its specification as 
Agnishtoma SUma ' would also entail a syntactical split. And lastly, in 
view of the great complications arising from making the Ydravantzya con- 
nected (at one and the same time) with the Bevati life, ns well as with the 
Agnishtoma 8 cima , — they remain as before. 

Objection : “ When the Agnishtut sacrifice is obtained as tbe required 
substrate, all the rest that is required would be obtained from the previ- 
ous Injunction ; ebud a,8 for Ahe Ydravantzya, when it would rest upon a 
“ sacrifice, it would not exist in any place except that wherein it is found 
“ to help the Sacrifice ; and the Sacrifice too would not seek for the Vara- 
^^vantiya in any other Hymn (save that which forms part of itself). And 
as there is no reason for rejecting the Ydravantzya that is connected with 
the Agnishtoma Sdma of the Sacrifice previously mentioned in the Oontext, 
there can be no question as to a connection with any other Hymn or 
Sacrifice.’’ 

Beply : It is not so ; we could have all this only if the sentence in 
question — ‘ Bevatzshzi, etc ' — stood in need of the previous sentence laying 
down tbe Ydravantzya in connection with the Agnishtoma 8dma ; as a 
matter of fact, however, we find that there is no such need; because we 
have already shown above that there is no mutual relationship between 
sentences laying down such things as the Accessoi'y and the like. 

Then again, the relationship of the Sacrifice with the Ydravantzya that 
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is mentioned ia the sentence in question, is wholly different from the preyi- 
ons relationsliip (hecanse in the previous case the Faravanttya wm in 
connection with the V^yavya verses, whereas in the sentence in question, 
it is in connection with the E&vatz verses) ; and as such it could never 
attain to the position assumed by the previous i^elationship. Specially as 
in the previous sentence, the Yaravantiya^ forming apart of the Action 
itself, is recognised as connected with the AgnisMoma S^ma oi that 
{Agnishtut) sacrifice ; while in the case in question, we find it mentioned 
as being something in itself desirable by man (as is indicated by the 
distinct mention of the word ^Jcrtva'); and as such the Yeda could not 
relegate this latter to the same position as the previous one. And as for 
any assumptions baserl upon the Samanyatodrshfa Inference, we have 
already shown above that such things as we are dealing with are not 
amenable to Inference. 

To the same effect, we have the following declaration : That Sama — - 
wliich is laid down as independently, by its 6wn form, bringing about the 
Eesulfc,— 'Stands in need of the text of the Veda only, for the propose of its 
appearance. 

That is to say, if the Vdravantlya Sama had originally appeared, first 
of all, at the Agmshfut sacrifice, then we could not but take it as apper- 
taining to that sacrifice, even if such connection were not mentioned. As 
a matter of fact, however, we find that in the case in question, the S(tma 
depends, for its appearance, on the Vedic text only ; and it is as taken 
directly from the Veda that it is laid down for the sake of a definite 
resulfc. And consequently the Agnishtut sacrifice and the Agnuhtorna 
S^~ma comiected with that sacrifice do not in any way differ from other 
Sacrifices and Hymns, — in the matter of their being connected with the 
Vtlra vanity a Sama mentioned in the sentence in question. (That is to say, 
the Snma is as unconnected with the Agnishtut sacrifice as with any other 
of the previously mentioned sacrifices, etc., etc.). 

If the sentence in question had laid down a certain purification of 
the Vdravantlya^ then we could, somehow or other, identify it with that 
which had been previously mentioned (in connection with tbe Agnishtnt 
sacrifice), — as we do in the case of the sentence ‘ mtlnn prohshati ^ which 
lays down a purification of the corn. But, as a matter ol fact, the 
sentence in question does not lay down any such purification. Con- 
sequently we conclude that the Vdravantlya of the sentence in question 
has no connection with the Agnishfoma Sdma of the pi'evious sacrifice. 

Objection : I’hough the Vdravantlya serves to fulfil a.n end desired 
by the human agent, yet, so long as it does not help to bring about the 
completion of tbe sacrifice, it cannot fulfil that end eitlier ; and thus the 
* ‘ accomplishment of the sacrifice also being indirectly indicated, the said 
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;^‘ S^ma attains tlie position that had been previously found for it (at that 
/‘ sacrifice), Just as though the Curd and the Milk help in the performance 
^(oi the sacrifice, yet they become connected with the details of the 
‘vPraw^^- vessel.” 

Beply : Such is the case only when the details are mentioned as qualifi- 
cations. In the case in question, however, the /Snma is not a 

qualification of the Varavantiya, It could be such a qualification, only if 
the sentence in question actually referred to its context — which latter fact 
has still to be established (by the Ftirm^akshin). If, in some way or 
other, a certain relationship of the Vamvanthja wiilci the Acpiishtoma S^mu 
were cognised, then there would be nothing to interfere with the application 
of the details of the latter to the forinex% like those of the Pranitd to the 
Gurd ^nd Milk, 

Thus then, even this last argument of the Purvapakskm does not affect 
the reasoning of the SuMhmta ; and hence it is only by taking the 
sentence as laying down an independeiifc Action that w-e can avoid a 
syntactical split (and make the sentence a single whole). 

Because in that case, even when all the elements of the latter 
sentence are such as have not been previously mentioned, all of them are 
capable of being laid down by the process of “ qualified Injunction ” ; while 
there can be no difficulty as to such an Injunction, when, as a matter of 
fact, many of the details spoken of in the sentence in question are such as 
form part of the details of the previously mentioned Agnishfut saezufice, 
and are applied to that mentioned in the sentence in question, only by 
indirect; implication. , 

For instance, (1) the w’ord ‘ §tat ' (in ^ etasya ') would refei*, by indica- 
tion, to the details of the previous sacrifice, specially as such indirect indi- 
cation is not faulty in the case of Bj Eefermce or Description (as it is in, that 
of an Injunction). Or tlie pronoun might directly denote the Action to be 
immediately mentioned ; as the pronoun / esha ’ does in the case of the sen- 
tence ‘ jyoUhy etc. ’ ; — (2) as for the Faraua«%a, it appeal’s in the 

previous sentence as helping in the performance of the sacrifice : and as 
such, in that form, it would become refeiTedto in the sentence in question, 
as appertaining thei’eto by indirect implication; — (3) and the operation 
of the Injunctive also would he very much simplified by making it enjoin 
only the sacrifice as qualified by the peculiar relationship of the BMvati 
and the Ydravantiya as pointed out by the word ‘ hr Urn, \ 

Objection: “ Inasmuch as what would be enjoined in this case are— 
“ (1) the relationship of the Agnishtoma SUrria with the and the 

“ Varavantlya^ as well as (2) the sacrifice, — the case in question would be 
“ a great deal difierent from other cases of “ qualified Injunction ” (as in all 
“these cases, the object of Injunction is the sacrifice only). Because 
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“ the qualifications of two distinct Actions cannot be amenable to tlie 
“ same (injunctive) efiort, when an Injunction has served to lay down one 
“ Action, we should have recourse to another Injunction for the purpose 
“ of laying down another Action. That is to say, those properties and quali- 
'“fioations that belong to a single Action are all implied by that Action 
“ when it is enjoined, and as such, they do not necessitate any diversity in 
“ the operation of the Injunctive word ; while, on the other hand, when the 
“ qualification belongs to an Action other than tlie one that is enjoined, 
“ it is not implied by the enjoined Action, because it is not in any 
“ way related to this latter, — and as such, for the sake of such qualifica- 
“ tious, it would be absolutely necessary to repeat the operation of the 
“ Injunctive; and this would certainly involve a syntactical split.” 

Be]ply : The latter Bhavana (which is signified in the word ^ yajeta ’) 
takes in, as its subject, only that which is denoted by the word ‘ krtva^ ; 
aiid that t^^ denoted by this latter wo rch would take 

in only that qualification which belongs to its own specific object. Then, 
when the new sacrifice (mentioned in the sentence in question) has taken 
lip the Rh {RBvaUy md the SUma {Vctmvantzya) ^ the position assigned to 
the RSvatz would be in accordance with the Sama that has its position 
already ascertained. 

That is to say, while the denotation of the word ‘ Icrtva ' — after hav- 
ing established the relationship between the llevatt and the Vdravantiya — 
is waiting on the look-out for the second BhUvana [that denoted by the 
word it becomes taken up, as specified by its qualification (in 
the shape of the said connection between the Varavantzya as based upon 
the Eevatz verses), by the ‘ Sacrifice' (mentioned by the rooh ^ yctji' in 
‘ yajBta'). And consequently what the ‘ sacrifice ’ implies is its own quali- 
fication (and not that of any other Action). That, however, which is 
denoted by the word ‘ Jcrtva ' — i.e,, accomplishing or bringing about — is 
not directly connected with the said relationship) (of the Eh and the 
Sama ) ; and as such, inasmuch as that relationship comes to have a 
subordinate chai’acter, it is relegated to the subsidiaries of the sacrifice ; 
and consequently, in accordance with the Yamvantzya^ which has its position 
already known by indirect implication, the verses also come to be 

referred to the same {JT aramntzya) , Thus then, thon^>h the sentence in 
question does not lay down the Agnishfoma Sdma^ yet the qualification 
of the ‘ Sacrifice ’ extends to that Sama, and as such there is no incongruity 
in this. 

For the above reasons, it is clear that, in yonr theory, there is no 
relationship between the sacrifice in question and Varavantzya, Because 
it is only when the qualifications or accessories have not themselves 
the character of Actions that they betake themselves to an Action ; as for 
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the masmuch as it is sung as such forms an action in 

Itself), what can it have to do with another Action (the Sacrifice for 

instance) ? 

That is to say, in the ease of such accessories as the BadM, the 
MilUnri vessel and the like, we find that, without an Action, their veiy 
character of “ Instrument ” cannot be attained ; and as such they stand 
in need of some such Action. As for the VSravanizya, however, inas- 
much as it IS denotable by the root ‘ gayati’, it is an action in itself ; and 
as such, even without any other Action, it is capable by itself, just like 
the saonfice, of accomplishing the desired result ; and thus not standing 
m need of another Action, it would not be connected with any such, it 
would, when sung by itself on the basis of the BgvaU verses, bring about 
its result, independently of the performance of any such sacrifice as the 
Agrnshm And in that case, the words-~‘ etasya ‘ agmshfoma-sama ’ 
i I ^ yajeta would all become wholly unconnected (and 

irrelevant) with the previous sacrifice (the 

Consequently we must conclude that the Result (mentioned in the 
sentence in question) follows from the Sacrifice ; and this sacrifice, being 
spoken of as qualified by properties wholly at variance with those of the 
previously mentioned Agnishtnt, is wholly distinct from that sacrifice. 

The Bhashya explains the Sutra SkS-Sameshu BvanjStlyahSshu hhin- 
navSJcyeAu lannayuktam phalam bhavet. In this the word ‘ samSshu ’ 
expresses, either the fact of the (previous) sacrifice (the Agnishtnt) and the 
(latter) accessory {V aravantiya') not standing to each other in the 
relationship of the Basis and the Based, because of the inherent incapa- 
bility of the two,— or that of the Varavantiya, which is an Action by itself 
being wholly independent of any other Action. The expression ‘ Ihinna- 
vakyeshu means that though in the case of both theories-i.e., whether the 
sentence in question be taken as mentioning a particular result following 
from the employment of a certain accessory in connection with the action 
mentioned in the previous sentence, or as laying down an altogether 
distinct Action,— the meaning of the second sentence would be different 
from that of the former, and as such the sentences would be distinct ; -yet 
the distinctness of the two sentences would be better justified by both of 
em laying down two distinct Actions ; because otherwise, there would 
remain a certain semblance of the two sentences forming a sina-le 
compound sentence (which would not be quite justifiable in face of the 
clistiDottiess of tboir significatioBs), 

Says the BUashya—nahyetasya revatya^ santi, etc. It is just possible 
that some people might construe the sentence in question as that— 
etasya ya o-evatyah, tSsu varamnUyam krtvA’ ; but, though, in this case 
m view of the Context, the reference to the former gualijied Saerific'e 
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would not in wlye a syntaofcical split/, yet, inasmticli as the fact of bring-- 
ing about (or employing) the Bt&vatl verses themselves has not been 
previously laid down, any reference to this (as is inevitable in the said 
construction) cannot be quite allowable. And hence the sentence will 
have to be construed as — (1) ‘ tatra rBvatyah ^rayoMavyah^ (2) tosu ca vBra- 
vantlyam^ etc. ’ ; and this would involve a syntactical splits and make the 
word. ^ etasya^ wholly redundant. 

The following argument might be brought forward: ■■ For the sake 
‘‘of the word ^etasya’, we could take the sentence as follows — ■(!) the 
“Injunctive part: ^ Uasija revahjah hartavijnk, tasu ca Yaranantlyam, 
“ tacca phalaya \ and (2) the ref erence part ; the word ‘ yojeta ’ being taken 
“ as merely referring to the previously mentioned sacrifice,” 

But thus too, the sentence is made to lay down three distinct facts ; 
and as such syntactical split becomes inevitable ; and further, as for the 
Agnishtoma we cannot speak of its connection as being either 

enjoined or only referred to (in the sentence in question). If this connec- 
tion were enjoined, then inasmuch as the mere presence of the Aguish- 
toma Sama has been pointed out by the previous Injunction, the word 
‘ eicLsya * would be absolutely useless ; and such an Injunction would also 
involve a syntactical split. This is one way of taking the said text of the 
BhMshya. 

Some people, however, take the word ‘ Btat ’ in the sense that is 
pointed out by its position, — namely, that of qualifying the BBvatt. And 
in that case, the construction of the sentence in question would be 
like this : ^Stasyn ya Eemtyah tUsn vHravanUyam Agnishtoma sama 
But in this case also, inasmuch as there is no specification of 
tlie sacrifice (^t which all this is to done), — as the word ^etasya^ is 
wholly taken up in qualifying the BevatZyWe do not take it with ^ Aguish-- 
foma \ as ‘ etasyd agnishtoma ’ ; specially as even if such a relationship 
between the two words were meant to be expressed, there would be a 
s^yn tactical split. 

Though the question — “ how do yon yourself avoid the syntactical 
split — should have been put by the opponent, after all the possible 
constructions of the sentence in question, in accordance with the Pvrvapa- 
ksha^ bad been refuted, — yet the PUrvapahshin reasons thus in his mind : 
\ When we have so thoroughly refuted the position of the Siddhmtin^ all 
these syntactical splits that he has brought forward are mere magical 
illusions in the void (of his own intellect) ; and so I will just put 
him the question , — how do you yourself avoid the said syntactical split 

The Siddh^nti replies by putting forward the following construction : 
‘ Pevattshu rkshu varavanttyam scima hrtva pagukamo yajeta ’ ; and the 
sense of the reply is that when the sentence in question is taken as laying 
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down h new Action, it is quite possible for this Action to be laid down in 
a qualified form (in the way shown in the construction put forward) ; 
and as such the sentence having a single predicate, there would be no 

syntactical split involved. 

Question: ‘^Manv, arthahheda^ : ytfgaQcaimm hyapurvah kaHavyah, 
Eevahshu varavantiyam apurvam That is to say, inasmuch as the 
“sentence would involve two Bhamnds mentioned in the sentence-«is., 
the one mentioned by the word ‘ Jcrfva ’ and another by the word ‘ yajeta ’, 
there could not hut he a split in the syntax/' 

Answer : Not so; because what we mean is that the sentence lnys 
down only one principal Bhavana (that signified by ‘ yajeta ’) as qualified 
by another secondary B7iara»a (signified by ‘hrioa'). 

Objection ; “ The relationship of the BevaU and the Vamvantiya could 
.< “r ; because as there could be no injunction of a qualification 

ot qualifications (j.e., of the connection which is a qualification of the hnno- 
^ mg about, denoted by the root in ‘ Jcftva\ which again, according to 
^ you, IS the qualification of the ‘yaga’) any such connection could" not 
^jy^ed by means of the Injunctive Affix (LtA) : and as for the affix 
^ Mva (in hrtva‘), it has not been mentioned by Panini, ashavim. 

the function of the Injunctive. Hence, though iheBlmana maybe 
jpoken of as connected, yet, inasmuch as the activity of the human 
agent should depend upon an Injunction, he would take that Bhd- 
U non-existent. Thus then, both the Bevati and the 

Varavanhya being qualifications of the BhavanU of the < sacrifice ’ only 
they could not be employed outside the sacrifice itself ; and as there is 

“ restricting the employment of the other 

^ ( hat IS Whether the Bevati restrict the Varavanfiya or vice versa is not 
^ .scei tamable) both of them would come to refer to one and the same 
» 5° *''®" <>^®re being no such rule as that both of them 

I’® employed in one and the same place, there would be many other 
^^Samas-tiie Gayatrz, and the rest-that could be based upon the Bevatl 
™1® restricting the Bevati verses as the basts of 
Jaravazitzya Sama only) ; and conversely tlie Vrvmvantiya Santa also 
^ would come to be based upon other verses-snch as the Gn-yaM the 

“aborfb??! ^od under the circumstance’s, the idea brought 

about by the ex^.ession‘iJauatiW«: Varavatiyam’ would become alfso- 

^ay down the iHerah verses, in reference to the Varavautlya, which has 

« j -V* *l‘^ly 3'Scertaiued (in connection with the 1 )rpvi^^- 

sacrifice)” ^ . ‘'"® pievions 
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Riieli cases as tlie one in question, it is taken as pointing to an Injunction 
ail the same. That is to say, whenever we meet with a sentence like 
‘ idam krtvH idam huryd^V {having done this^ one should do that), — if the 
action denoted hj the verb with the * ktvd> * affix is one that has been 
previously mentioned elsewhere, then its mention in this sente tice is 
simply in the shape of a motive cause or occasion (for the performance of 
the second action) ; when, however, that action is nob one that has been 
previously mentioned, then it is a means or instrument of the accomplish- 
ment of the second Action ; because that Action, which is distinctly laid, 
down as to be performed after the accomplishment of a previous Action (that 
which is mentioned by the word ending in ‘ ktvd ’), can never be performed, 
unless that previous Action has been performed ; and as sach tlie 
performance of the Action being found to be absolutely necessary, it is 
admitted to be as good as directly enjoined. Thus, in the case in question, 
the relationship of the Bevati and the VQravantiya (mentioned by the 
word ^krtvd*) is such as has never been mentioned prior to the 
Injunction contained in the sentence in question ; and as such it cannot be 
taken as a mere motive cause for the ‘ sacrifice * ; and hence it cannot but 
be accepted as something to he actually performed or accomplished. 

Objection : “ If the said connection comes to be something to be acoc^m- 
^^plishedi how is it that it becomes related to the second BMmtid, which 
also is something to he accomplished P j . . .. 

In reply, 'the BhQshya sayS : dvavBtUvarthau krtvBtyBsha gahdak gaknoti 
vadttmn^ abhinirvrttim purvahdlatBinca (the word ^hrtvU^ capable of 
signifying both accomplishment and sequence) [and as signifying sequence 
it is only natural that it should point to something that would be performed 
aftenoards]. As to how a single word can have two significations, the 
Bhdskya says — we find this to he the case in certain instances, — as, for in- 
stance, ill ‘ gonamdnaya ’ (bring the Qond), — where thongh the ‘ bringing ’ has 
been previously cognised by other means, yet, the word ‘ gona % though used 
in the sense of the ‘ red horse \ and as such taking the place of the two 
words ‘ red’ and * horse does not entail a syntactical split (and the only 
reason for this is that the single word signifies both redness and the horse). 
In the same manner, in the case in question, the affix ^ktvd^ would 
signify accomplishment as well as sequence. 

[It has been argued above — Text,pB,ge 568-r-that fche Injunction of the 
qualification of a qualification is not possible ; but this does not afiPect the 
case in question ; as] the qualification of a qualification can not be enjoined 
only in that case where that qualification, forming part of the Material, 
is not recognised as part of the Action itself. That is to say, we shall 
show under Sutra I V — i—ii. that it is only the qualification of the sacrificial 
malerinl iliat is not fcoaehed by the Injuncliom As for the counectioh 
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between ilie BBmti and the V^rcwantiy a, it serves as a necessary quali- 
fication of the action oi accom^UsJimmt (denoted by tlie root ‘ ’ 
ill ‘ hrtvd, ; beoanse mei'e “ accomplishment bein^ a generic term, unless 
it were qualified, it could not be recognised as 5ome^7^^7^<5r to be brought about. 

Thus then, in accordance with the declaration mrshyamahe havishd 
vigeshanam'^^ it must be admitted that the ^accomplishment^ (denoted 
by in ^hrtva'*)^ which serves to qualify the Bbavana expressed 

in connection with the root ^ynji* (in ^yajeta^), is itself qualified by 
the connection between the BSvati uwd t\\Q Vdramntiya. Thus it is, too, 
that certain Materials and Deities, qualifying the PrayUjas that nre quali- 
fications of an Action (the Barga-Purnam^sa)^ come to be laid down as to 
be utilised in those sacrifices. 

For these reasons, we conclude that the sentence in question serves 
to specify the .pA; (Revati) and the 8&ma (Varavanblya) in connection 
with the Bhdmnd (expressed in ^ yajBta^)^ which is qualified by a certain 
relationship (of that und that S^ma) that has been duly accomplished 
(as expressed by the word ^ JcrtvH*), . And in this case, the ivord 
^krtvd^ should be taken as denoting the particular order of sequence in 
which the- various factors of the sacrifice are to be thought of (or deter- 
mined upon), and not as denoting actual performance ; because the Sdma 
is not employed before the Sacrifice itself (and if the word ‘ krtva ’ 
expressed actual performance, then the sama would have to be used befoi'e 
the sacrifice, as indicated by the sequence expressed by that word); and 
hence we do not take the sentence to mean thatti?e should perform the sacri- 
fice after the Vdiravantiya SS-ma has been sung in connection tviih the Bevati 
verses; alb it does denote is that we should think of the sinking of that 
Sama us to he performed^ and tlien proceed with the actual performance 
of the sacrifice. 

Objection : Thus tooy there are .many objects of the Injunction — the 

BBvati verses, the VUravantlya, the relatio^iship of these, the Sacrifice, and 
“ the desire for cattle. That is to say, the Injunction being assumed in 
“ connection with each object that happens to be mentioned in the sen- 
** tence, there come to be many objects for it ; and that leads to a syntactical 
“split.” 

Eeply : This does not affect us ; because we have already explained 
that the multiplicity of objects spoken of does not bring about the multi- 
plicity of the object of the Injunction. 

If, however, what you mean is the multiplicity of those that are en- 
joined “as fulfilling some useful purposes,*— then, we offer you the following 
reply : Even though many such useful objects may be mentioned, yet there 
is only one that forms the object of the Injunction ; and this one object, isi 
the casein question, is the qualified BhtIvajiQ comi&c ted with the ‘ sacridco \ 
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Objection : The Bevati verses also are found to be enjoined in tlie 
sentence in question (over and above the said Bhavana), Your reply 
“ would be all rightj if the said multiplicity of objects depended only 
upon that which is directly mentioned ; in the case in question, however, 
we find that all of the objects — etc. — are distinctly enjoined as 
useful ; and as such there can be no doubt as to the said multiplicity.” 

Beply : All that happens to be predicated is not spoken of as ‘ artha 
(meaning or object of the Injunction) ; that alone is spoken of as the ob« 
ject ’ which is connected with the principal Injunction ; and there can be no 
doubt that there is only one such object in the sentence in question. This 
is what is meant by the Bhdshya — naJiyatran^lcasya proyojanatvenUbhi^ 
pretasydueham padam vidhoyaham. That is to say, inasmuch as all 
other minor actions spoken of in the sentence form part of the principal 
a<ition of the Bacrijice^ their cognition cannot be complete until that of the 
Bhdvana of ^ Sacrifice ^ ; and when this quaUfied BhavanSt has been en- 
. joined, there remains nothing more to be looked for. 

Thus then, we conclude that the real object of the sentence being one 
only, there is no syntactical split; while we have shown the many splits 
that are consequent upon the taking of the sentence as the Injunction of 
an accessary detail for the previous Agnishtut sacri-fice. 

The Bhashya brings forward another argument of the opponent: 
ABtocyBta Bevatycldisarvamge&hanmtgishto yUga ^ etasydgnishtidd mddih 
This argument has been brought forward with the sole purpose of 
justifying the use of the word ^BtasyaJ* Though this argument admits of 
the ’Action mentioned by the sentence in question being distinct from the 
previous AgnisHut^ yet, inasmuch it makes the sentence lay down the 
Result as connected with the Action, — ^yet it is opposed to our own view ; 
and hence we shall refute it. The argument may be thus explained : “ T!ie 
‘‘ text in question may be constiuied thus — Eevaitsliu Vdrvantiymn agni- 
‘‘ shtoma sdma ’kri^a etasyang^7ta yajBta (Having sung the Varavantiya in 
the Revati verses, one should perform this sacrifice, as subsidiary to the 
previous Agnishtzd). The advantages attendant upon this construction 
“would be two-fold: (1) there would bo no reason for rejecting that 
“ which is pointed out by the Context, and (2), the use of the word 
“ ‘ eiasya ’ %YOuld be justified as pointing to that (Agnishtut) which is 
** in close proximity with itself, in the Context.” 

To this argument, we make the following reply : The above con- 
’s truction is not possible ; because that would make the word ^ pagtdc^mah ’ 
wholly irrelevant; and if you do not reject it as such, its inclusion would 
involve a syutactical split ; as a single Action cannot, at one and the same 
time, be laid down as forming part of another sacrifice {the Agmshtut) and 
also as accomplishing a certain result (Cattle). 
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Ohje(^zofi : Aikawamuc^ei^ * Mevutiskti hrtena vuravoantiyena pcipn-- 

hamo yajBtaA^\ 

ThoDgli tills view lias been already dealt with, yet it is brought for« 
ward again by the BMsJiya^ with a view to show another discrepancy in it. 
Or it may be that, in all cases where an Ininnction mentions the fulfilment 
of a desirable end by means of certain accessories, people performing sacri- 
fices have two distinct notions :-“(!) some people, like the 
believe the Eesult to follow from the Accessory, (2) while others believe 
that the Accessory only helps in the Sacrifice, and it is the Sacrifice thus 
aided that brings about the particular result. And it is in accordance with 
this latter view that the above objection has been put forward. 

The construction of the texts, in accordance with the above argument 
of the opponents, would be as follows Desiring Brahmic glory, we 
** should always perform the Agnishtnt ; but if we desire the acquisition 
“ of cattle, then we should perform the same sacrifice as qualified by the 
^^Mevatz verses (and the Yaravantiya sung in connection with them).’ In 
“ this case, we find that the Injunctive affix (in the ^Yaj eta ’ of the sentence 
“in question) would serve to enjoin what is in close proximity with it 
“ the Agmshfut sacrifice) ; but being taken up by sometbing else 
“ (i.c., the qualification), it would not lay down the original appearance of 
“that Action; and as for the qualified character of the sacrifice, this 
“ would bo based upon the Injunction. That is to say, inasmuch as the 
“affix would enjoin the sacrifice with reference to the Eesult, it would not 
“ have to be removed from its legitimate sphere ; and as not pointing to the 
“ appearance of any Action, it could not lay down any such appearance ; 
“ then as for the Injunction of many things, — ^just as in the case of the 
“ sentence laying down the original appearance of a distinct Action, 
“ such Injunction of many things is said to be for the purpose of the said 
“ Injunction of the Action ; so, too, would it be in tbe case of the sentence 
“being the Injunction of the Eesulfc; as in this case also what is actually 
“ enjoined is tlie Action itself, with reference to the particular result. It is 
“ with a view to all this that we have said — ‘ atha JRevailBhu hriena 
“ Vcmwantlyena pagtikamo yajBta.^ As for the Instrumental ending in ‘ Fdr- 
“ it actually denotes Instrumentality, inasmuch as the Vitra- 

“ vantiya is an Instrument that helps, through the Stotray the performance 
“ of the sacrifice. Or it may be taken as denoting a characteristic, — the 
“ sense of the sentence being that ‘ one desiring cattle should perform the 
“ Agnishtut sacrifice as characterised by the Vamvanttyay etc.” 

To the above, the Bfiashyn makes the following reply : naimm gakyamy 
Tganbara^raganat vzgeshahan&t vaigtcnyaTYir, That is to say, if the Action 
meant in the sentence in question be tbe same as the previous Agnishtut 
sacrifice, then, inasmuch as the px‘evious sentence has laid down the 
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Agmshtoma sUma^ in connection with that sacrifice, as based upon the 
VHyavyS, verses, — if in accordance with the sentence in question, the same 
sHma were to be snng as based upon the Memti revses, that would cause a 
flaw in the sacrifice, as being deprived of the previously mentioned basis 
of the sama^ in the shape of the VSyavya verses. 

Objection: “When you yourself were faced by the argument that— 
“*inany other sHmas also come to be sung in connection with the Revfitl 
“ verses* — you urged in defence the argument that — ‘ the word hTtvU 
“ serves to lay down the fully accomplished relationship of the Bevatz and 
“ the VSlTavanttya for the sake of the sacrifice, for the word is quite capable 
“ of signifying two meanings etc., etc., etc., etc.* (And so we too could 
“ bring forward the same argument in support of our view.)’* 

The Siddhdnti, however, thinks that an Injunction of many things 
is possible only in the case of the sentence laying down a new Action, 
and not in any other case; with this in view, he makes the following 
reply : What we say is possible in our case, because there is a direct declara- 
tion to the effect ; while, in your case, as there is no such direct declaration, 
it would he impossible to obtain the Bevatz verseS by merely getting hold 
of the VHravanttya ; and as such, the said argument cannot help you. 

The opponent retorts— “ Th^ we too may have a direct declaration — 
“ such as * j[>aguhamo BBvatzshu vUravantlyamahhinir^artayet tato yajeta * ; — 
“ that is to say, the Injunction would be that of a' qualified Action with 
“reference to a particular result; or that the -word ^ Jcrtv^* being the 
“required Injunctive word, the * yajeta^ may he a mere reference to the 
“ ffremously mentioned Agnishiut sacrifice ; and the sense of this is that 
“ even though the Injunction lays down the accessory with I'eference to the 
“ BesuU, there is nothing in the sentence that lays down the original 
“ appearance of the sacrifice.’* 

In reply to this, the Siddhanti proceeds to show his own desirable con- 
clusion that he draws from the Apparent Inconsistency of the said * Injunc- 
tion of many things:* If any such declaration as you bring forward 
becomes an established fact, then the fact of the sentence in question lay- 
ing down a distinct Action, and not the mere accessory of the previous 
Agnishtut^ becomes fully established. 

Objection : “ Nanu tato yajsta iti ycfgSlnuvddSt ySg^nSsydhgaprayo- 

^^janasamhandho hhavishyati, ^In that case^ the word * yajeta * referring 
“ to the previous sacrifice^ what is laid down in the sentence in question would 
“ he taken as related to the Agnishfut as its subsidiary 

In this the opponent only reiterates (in the Bhdshya) his former argu- 
ment, not admitting the defeat meant by the Siddhtoti to be inflicted by 
the briuging forward of the ‘direct declaration.’ He is met by the 
assertion (in the Bhdshya)^ This is not possible^ etc* The sense of this 
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argument of the SzddhSnti is that if the Vamvantiya qualified hy the Eevatt 
verses be taken as laid down (by the sentence in question) with reference 
to the sacrifice (the Agnish tut),— then, in that case, it would be necessary 
(for the sentence in question) to make a ref erence to that sacrifice; and 
hence as it would be merely referred to in the sentence, it could not be related 
either to the accessory or to the Result mentioned in the sentence ; and as 
such the reference itself would be wholly superfluous; if, on the other hand, 
it be related to any or both of them, there would be a syntactical split. If 
again the sentence be taken as laying down a sacrifice as qualified by certain 
accessories, — then, inasmuch as there would be no reason for recognising 
this sacrifice to be the same as the Agmshfut, it could not but be admitted 
to be a distinct Action by itself. Nor could the sentence be construed as 
^ yat ]pagukdmo yaj eta^ eto,' — the reference being to the ; this would 

not be possible, because as the particular result herein mentioned is not 
mentioned previously in the context, there could be no reference to it. 

This argument also sets aside the view that the sacrifice {Agmshtui) 
is the motive cause of the Injunction of the Vdravantiya, 

Thus then, inasmuch as there would be no very strong ground for 
connecting the Vdravantiya with the Bevatt verses (and not with the 
other verses), the rejection of the particular Vayavya verses previously 
mentioned would make a deficiency in the sacrifice. 

Objection : “ Atlia ydgasambandko'nmddah^ prakaranena cangdta, 

“ That is to say, the result following from the Accessory, what the sen- 
^‘ tence does is to refer to the fact, pointed out by the context, of that 
“ being subsidiary to the sacrifice.” 

It might be argued, against the Bhdshya bringing forward this objec- 
tion, that there is no diflerence between this objection and that brought 
forward with regard to the particular relationship of the awd if Ae 

Based, that has been already ref uted {see Text^ page 568). 

But there is a distinct difference between the two cases. On the for- 
mer occasion, we have refuted the' application, to the case in question, of 
the law laid down under Sutra III — i— 18 ; that is to say, that application 
could be possible only on the recognition of the said subsidiary character, 
and hence the relationship of the Agnishtoma-sdma would become very 
easy. 

To the above objection, the Bhashya makes the following reply : The 
Syntax is always more authoritative than the Context. The said relationship 
of the Basis and the Based could be accepted only when it is found to be pos- 
sible, as being in keeping with the connection of the particular result ; but 
wo have already shown that no such connection is possible ; while the rela- 
tionship of the Primary and Subsidiary (or Whoh and Part) could be pos- 
sible only by. being included in the Procedure of the Sacrifice : as a matter 
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of fact, however, it is not so included, as we shall show under Stlira. 
Ill — iii — 11, where it is mentioned that that which is not connected^ etc., 
etc., becomes included in the Procedure , — while we find the sentence in qaes- 
tion connected with a particular Besult. 

Thus then, there being no incongruity, the sentence in question must 
be taken as laying down a distinct Action qualified by a particular Acces- 
sory and a definite ilesult. 

The following argument might here be brought forwai’d : ‘‘Even 
“ though the sentence may lay down a distinct Action, the Result would 
“ follow from the Accessory as helped by that Action.” 

This is refuted by the well-recognised fact of the Result following 
from the sacrifice, as is distinctly indicated by the proximity of the In- 
junctive affix (with the root ‘ yaji^), as has been shown under the Bhavdr- 
thadhikarana (II — i— 1), wherein the two alternatives (as to the I’esult 
following from the Accessory or the Action) have been duly considererl. 
Consequently the sentence in question must be taken as forming the 
injunction of an independent Action. 

Objection: “The qualified sacrifice being the object enjoined, how 
“ could the Agnishtoma-sama, which is an Action other than that saci ifice, 
“be connected with the particular qualification (in the shape of the 
“ Varavantiya as sung in connection with the Bevatz verses) ? ’’ 

Be fly : It is hy direct " assertion. As shown before, the assertion 
meant here is the one whose existence is cognized by means of indirect 
implication, in the form — Hhe connection of the and the Furar- 

antlya is to be wrought out of the Agnishtoma-sama.^ Though as a 
matter of fact, there exists no such particular sdma named ‘ Agnishtoma,^ 
out of which the Varavantiya might be wrought out, — yet what is meant 
is that it is to be wi'ought out of the Yujnayajmya-sdma, wjiich is meu- 
tioned in the context. Or, the expression ‘ out of the 
might mean that the Varavantiya would exist in the midst of the effects 
of the Stotra (the Agnishtoma), as serving the purpose of accomplishing 
it. 

For these reasons we conclude that in the case of similar sentences, 
the Result wmuld be connected with the Action. 


ADHIKARAlj^A (13). 

[A single result follows from Hlq Saubliar a and the 'Nid'hana.'^ 

Sutra (28): “Because of the mention of human effort in 
connection with the Saubhara, there must be a distinct desirable 
‘‘result connected with the Nidhana.’^ 

[From among the Ukthya Hymns, the 8 mhhar a is the Brahnasliina 
that has been laid down in connection with the Jyotishtoma ; in connection 
with tliis we have the sentences ‘ Yadz Bathmtaram ' etc., which serve to lay 
down certain motive causes ; and then later on, we meet with the sentence — v 
(1) ‘ Yo vrshtihdmo yo'nnadyahdmo ya^ svmyadpmiah sa sauhharena $tuvlta\ — 
which mentions the three results in connection with the 8auhhara which is 
a necessary accompaniment of the Jyotishtoma sacrihee, in accordance 
with the rule that all such desirable results are connected with the neces- 
sary accompaniment, because this is equally present in all cases ; and it 
will be shown later on, under Sutra IV — iii — 5, that such an accompani- 
ment can be only that which helps the sacrifice and fulfils a desirable end of 
the human agent ; and under Sutra lY — iii — 26, that the several results 
mentioned follow from the said necessary accompaniment, alternatively* 
Then again, with reference to the aforesaid Saubhara, we have the follow- 
ing sentence — (2) ^ JELuhiti vrshtiMmSya nidhmam hurydt, Urgityannad- 
yahamaya, uh iti svargaktimdyaJ Midhanam^ is the concluding part of 
the sUma,} 

In connection with these two sets of texts, we proceed to consider 
the following question : Does the Saubhara (mentioned in the former 
sentence) bring about its result by itself, independently of the Nidhanas^ 
* hish * and the rest (mentioned in sentence (2) ), which bring about sepa- 
rate results of their own (apart from that of the Saubhara),— ov these 
‘ hlsh,' etc., have been laid down as the various instruments which, when 
employed in connection with the same aforesaid Saubhara, help it in 
bringing about the said results ? 

Though this question has nothing to do with the difference or non- 
difference of Actions, yet it has been introduced here as in a way con- 
nected with the subject. Or, it may be that, like the difference and non- 
difference of Actions, the difference and non- difference of the resultant 
A^mrva also forms the subject-matter of the Adhyttya, 
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Specially as the question Herein introduced affects the actual per- 
formance of fche Action also : for instance, at the time that th& Bauhhara 
has been commenced by one who wants Eaw (1), would the other two 
Mdhanas [urg and Un) be used at the time (along with the SauhharaJ^ 
with a desire for the other two results {Food and Kearm), and a distinc- 
tion be made between the two desires for iiJat??. also, — if the three results 
mentioned in the latter passage as following from the three Nidhanas were 
different from those very results mentioned in the former passage as follow- 
ing from the Saiihlara itself ; (2) or the latter sentence only serves to 
specify the particular Nidhanas for the same Baubliara (as leading to the 
three particular results), and hence at the time that one has commenced 
the Bauhhara for the sake of miuy he should make use of tlie 
Nidhana only, the Bain mentioned (in the second sentence along with 
this Nidhana) being the same (as that mentioned previously along with 
The Bauhhara) ; — and similarly with the Banhliara^ whm performed for 
the sake of Food or Heaven, 

As to the origin of this Donb^, some people ea:plain it as lying in 
the two peculiar constructions that the BMshya has put upon the sen- 
tence in question *, and accordingly the question becomes reduced to a 
verbal one, Dizi “Are the words ^hish^' etc., connected directly with the 
words ‘ desire for rainy etc.,’ or with the word ‘ Nidhana ’ only ? ” Though 
the word * Nidhana * is not mentioned along with ‘ urg ’ and ‘ ipn,’ yet thex’© 
is always a desire on our part to learn what these are ; and through 
mity come to be recognised as ‘ 

On the above question, we have the following 

PCTR^APAKSHA (A). 

“ The ^ ’ and the I’est mentioned la the latter sentence bring 

“about distinct results of their own, — (1) because they are laid down 
“ over again, (2) because the distinct mention of the result in the latter 
“sentence could be justified only if these results were distinct j and (8) 
“because this interpretation makes possible the acquisition of many 
“ more desirable results, 

“ That is to say, — (1) If the results mentioned in the latter sentence 
“ were the same as those that followed from the Bauhhara itself, then 
their repetition (in the latter sentence) would be wholly useless ; be- 
“ cause in that case, there would be nothing that would be laid down by 
“ the sentence in question ; because the ‘ Msh ’ and the rest are already 
“ known, from other Vedic texts, as the Nidhanas of the Bauhhara (and the 
“only other object spoken of in the sentence is the result, and this you 
take to be the same as that previously mentioned ; and so the sentence 
“ would have nothing new to say). Nor can it be urged that the 
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sentence in question would serve tie putpose of restricting the Kidhanas 
“because these being directly laid down (in other Vedic texts) as the 
Ntdhanas to he employed, they can not rightly be set aside on the 
“ strength of any such implied restrictions. As a matter of fact, in all 
“ cases, restriction, as serving the sole purpose of setting aside something, 
“ is highly objectionable. But when all other objects are indirectly im- 
“ plied, then it is possible for the one that is directly laid down to set 
“ aside those ; in the case in question, however, the use of the ' MsJi ’ and 
the rest is not implied indirectly ; and hence the injunction of any one 
“ of them cannot set aside the rest. Because we find that they are all 
“ directly laid down by the text that lays down the Saubhara j and under 
“ the circumstances, it is scarcely right to take any one of them as set- 
“ ting aside the rest, on the mere ground of a repetition actuated by an 
Injunction ; specially when this latter admits of another explanation. 
“ In accordance with our theory, however, the use of * Msh ^ and the rest 
“ having the capability of bringing about distinct results of their own, 
“ would be more desirable, for the agent, than those that have been men- 
“ tioned as forming part of the Sauhhara and tliereby helping in the 
“accomplishment of the sacrifice j and on the ground of this greater 
“desirability the former would very rightly set aside all the latter. 

“ (2) The sentence in question would serve a useful purpose, only 
“ if it laid down the relationship (causal) between the ‘ Rain,’ etc., and 
“ the ‘ etc., which is not laid down in any other sentence. And 
“ this would also save us from the anomaly of taking the word ‘ Vrshtz-^ 
^^hdmah^ as a mere qualification of the Sduhhara, in a sentence which 
“ would be taken as serving to restrict the Nidhanas , — while it is quite 
“ capable of being taken directly by itself (as mentioning the result 
“ following from the Nidhanas), 

“(3) In the Veda, which consists of Injunctions, we always want a 
“lot of desirable results, because that makes it easier for the Injunctions 
“ to urge the human agents to action. 

“ For these reasons we conclude that the results following from the 
“ Nzdhanas are distinct from those mentioned as following from the 
“ Saubhara itself.’’ 

SIDDHIHTA. 

Sutra (29) : Inasmuch as those mentioned in the sentence 
in question are exactly the same as those mentioned before, the 
mention of the Results would refer to the Saubhara ; and the 
repetition would serve the purpose of restricting the Nidhanas. 

To the above FurvapaTcsha 'we make the -following reply — 
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SIDDHANTA (A). 

The * Msli' cannot be connected with the Eesiilt, because that would 
make the mention of the nidhana wholly redundant ; while ii the nidhana 
be taken as connected with the SauhhaTa^ the Result could be taken as 
qualifying the iSaztb?iara. 

That is to say, if we were to take the sentence as— ‘ one should bring 
about rain by means of the hisli, and by that as & nidhaua oi the Sau- 
bhara ’ — , there would be a syntactical split ; for if the ‘ hlsh ’ were not con- 
nected with the Saulhara, then the sentence would be wholly redundant. 
In accordance with our theory, there is nothing without^ some use; andi 
out of the things spoken of in the sentence in question, the Sauhhara^ as 
bringing about Rain, etc., mentioned in another sentence, has already been 
laid down elsewhere, as also the Results themselves ; and hence all that the 
sentence has got to lay down is the relationship between the ‘ Msh/ etc., 
and the Sauhham ; and as such there is no syntactical split. 

Nor is the sentence altogether useless, as it serves the purpose of 
restricting the particular nidhana^. Even apart from any consideration 
of the one being more desirable, there is, in the case in question, a distinct 
setting aside of the one by the other, on the ground of one being more 
generic in its character than the other ; as for instance, the word ‘ Sanhhara ^ 
applying to all parts of that sama^ it is only hy indirect indication that 
all its nidbanas {hlsh, etc.) could be mentioned by the sentence speaking 
of the * Sauhhara * ; while the sentence in question mentions the particular 
nidbanas directly ; and as such this latter is more authoritative than the 
former (and as such this would very well restrict the use of the nidhanas 
implied in the former sentence). And just as that which is implied is set 
aside by that which is directly mentioned, so is also that which is indirect- 
ly indicated. Or, the sentence in question does not set aside any thing 
of the song mentioned by the word “ because all that it does 
is to lay down certain letters * Tush ^ for instance ; and as such it would set 
aside certain other letters only (and not the song itself). If the sentence 
had laid down the part of some other song, then the part of the SauhJiara 
would be set aside by that ; as a matter of fact, however, the restriction of 
the nidhana only serves to preclude certain letters of the stobha (the 
sama). And as such there is no anomaly of the preclusion of that which 
has been directly laid down. 

For these reasons, we conclude that the repetition of the Results in 
the sentence in question serves to restrict the nidhanas. 


There is something to be said against the above interpretation of 
the Adhiharam ; and this we proceed to show as follows : — 


oifE BESTiLT PROM Sauhhara and Nidhaua, 197 

As for tlie form of the itself, there can be no such doubt; be- 
cause the construction of the sentence in question is wholly different from 
that on which the abovementioned Doubt has been based ; because (in the 
sentence \hzsMti 'crshtihamaya nidhanam ^), ‘ Msh^ cannot be taken along 
with ‘ md/iafiatn.,’ because of the intervention, between them, of the word 
^ vrshtih^mUya^^ as it would be very undesirable to take the sentence as 
^ MsJi is the nidhana^ etc.’ (This is the case of the above representation of 
Purvapahsha,) 

So also in the case of the above representation of the Siddhanta, if 
the sentence be taken as laying down the ‘ htsh* with reference to the 
^ nidhana^ as qualified by ‘ desf re rain,\ — then, inasmuch as it would 

contain a reference to a qualified object, there would be a distinct syntac- 
tical split. If it be taken as laying down ilae htsh with reference to the 
nidhana only (not qualified by ‘ desire for ram ’), then the mention of the 
Eesult would be wholly useless. Because the connection with all nidhanas 
has already been laid down by the mere mention of the ‘ Sauhhara ’ ; and 
hence no useful purpose would be served by the sentence laying down 
such a connection only. If again, the sentence be taken as — ‘ VTsht%k&- 
mSya yat sauhharam tasya yanmdhanam tatr a hish padawprayunjHa^ 
(one should use the word * hlsh ’ in the nidhana of that Sauhhara which is 
sung for the sake of Rain),’ — then, inasmuch as this would involve various 
predications, there would be a syntactical split. Though ‘ desire for rain,’ 

* Sauhhara ’ and its ‘ nidhanas ’ have all been mentioned before, yet, inas- 
much as there are many other nidhanas pi-esent in the Sauhhara^ it is neces- 
sary to make an attempt to preclude these ; and thereby the sentence 
would come to serve more purposes than one ; and that would entail a 
syntactical split. 

Then again, the SiddhSnta, as represented above, has not quite effectu- 
ally refuted the PurvapaJcsha ; as the fact of the hish^ etc., being nidhanas 
is mentioned by the Yeda itself. 

For the above reasons, we must explain the Adhiharam as follows ; — 

The hish being taken with the word ‘ vrshtilcdmSya,' there arises a 
doubt as to whether the sentence points to its connection with the Result 
or with the Means, That is to say, the sentence being taken as * hishiti 
vrshtikdmSya^^ there arises a doubt as to whether the hJsh is related 
directly to the Result, or to a particular Means (in the shape of the 
Sauhhara) as qualified by that Result?; 

In fact, it is this construction of the sentence that has been shown in 
the Bhashya^ by means of the sentences— nidhanamiti, etat phalam. 
hhavatiti. The sentence — vrshfikdmayeti shuhharaviQeshanam (BkSshya) 
— means that the Sauhhara not being mentioned by name in the sentence 
in question, it is only by means of indirect indication that it could 
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be qualified by tlie Result therein mentioned. The assertion--- 

'-means that the JiUh has no connection with the form of the 

result. 

And then, inasmuch as the position of the PurvapaJcsJia based upon 
the repetition of the Injunction would be established otherwise, through 
the force of the collectiye Injunction relating to the saorihce in question, 
we proceed to put forward the following position of the 

PtJEVAPAKSHA (B). 

** If every one of the mdhanas were restricted with reference to the 
Sauhhara 0^8 engaged in fulfilling its own function, — then, inasmuch 
** as the Injunction of the msh and the rest would be established by the 
verj fact of these being brought forward by the collective Injunction of 
“ the sacrifice in question, there would be no use of another Injunction of 
** them (in the sentence in question). No such collective Injunction, how- 
ever, is capable of expressing the independent relationship of the Msh 
“ with the particular Result ; and as such, in giving expression to this rela- 
** tionship, the sentence would be serving a distinctly useful purpose. 

“ And further, the word ‘ vrshpiMmaya ’ having directly mentioned 
the human agent concerned, — ^it is only natural that when this agent 
** comes to look for the means of accomplishing that Result, this want is 
‘‘supplied by the mention oi ^ Msh \ etc. Otherwise (if the result be- 
“ longed to the Saubhatct^ then), this SaubJiara could be mentioned as the 
“ means sought after, only through indirect Indication, based upon the 
“ fact of its occurring in the same context and being capable of bringing 
“ about the Result in question. And certainly there can be no ground for 
“ having recourse to such an indirect Indication (so long as the want is 
“ found to be supplied by means of direct Assertion). 

“ This representation of the FUrvapaksha appears to have been intended 
“ by the Bhashya^ as is shown by the sentence — tathagmUlakskanU vishayB 

SIDDHINTA (B). 

The Siddhanta, in that case, would be represented as follows 

The previous sentence having spoken of a certain Result as following 
from the Sauhhara as a whole, what the sentence in question does is to 
restrict the pax‘ticular mdhanas oi the Sauhhara with reference to each 
one of the results mentioned (and thus the mention of the results in the 
previous latter sentence is a feference to the very same results mentioned 
in the sentence). 

That is to say,, inasmuch as the results mentioned in the sentence 
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in question are distinctlj recognised as being the same as those mentioned 
previously in conneGtion with, the Snuhhara as a whole^ — we can never 
believe them to be distinct results (following from the particular Nz- 
dhanas). 

To the question — “ Why then shonld there be a repetition ? — the 
nmwer is--Nzdhan^rthd ^unahgrutil^ (the repetition is for the purpose of 
restricting the 

Question: ** Why should not theHfsi^, etc,, be taken as connected with 
‘‘ the Results mentioned in the same sentence with themselves ? 

Ans%oer: Just as in the previous Adhikamna {II — ii — 27 ) the Vamvatzya 
was found not to obtain its desired substrate in the ‘ Sacrifice^* — so, in the 
case ill question also, the Eish, eto,y do not obtain their proper receptacle 
in the Results, That is to say, if we take the sentence as meaning that 

* one should accomplish the particular result by means of the Eish^'—y^ e 
are at once led to look for the substrate ^Yesting upon which the Eish would 
accomplish that Result. And then, the ^ 8 aubhar a/ that happens to be 
mentioned in the Context, cannot be cognised as the required substrate ; 
because it is the whole sdma that is expressed by the word ‘ saubJiara ’ ; and 
certainly the whole snma cannot be accomplished by means of the ‘ Eisk,^ 
in the same manner as the Eoma is accomplished by means of the Dadht ; 
because the Dadhi is capable of extending over the whole of the Eoma, 
while the ‘ Eish ’ cannot extend over the whole of the Sauhhara ; which is 
made up of many letters ; and so long as the * Elsh^ does not accomplish 
the Sauhhara, there cannot be any such relationship between them as that 
of the Basis and the Based, What the ‘ Htsh ’ can accomplish, by pervading 
over it, is the Eidhana ; but that does not form the subject of the Context ; 
and as such, it could not be the required substrate (of the ‘ Elsh ’), except on, 
the authority of, the syntax (of the sentence in question). And thus, the 
sentence itself serving the purpose of pointing out4he relationship (of the 

* Ezsh") with the recult as its substrate, — there would be a distinct syn- 
tactical split. 

So also, if we take the sentence as laying down the relationship of the 
‘ Ei<h with reference to everj one of the Nidhanas, then, that would set 
aside the Context, and make the * Elsh ’ connected with all the Sdmas ; and 
then it would be necessary, somehow or other, to specify the Sdma as the 

* Sauhhara ’ ; and this would i*equire a deal of mental effort. 

Then again, even though the *Ei$h^ could he the means of accomplish- 
ing the Sauhhara, through one of its parts, —yet inasmuch as the Sauhhara 
consists of many parts, it is not quite clear where the ^Elsh ’ is to be put in. 
That is to say, as a matter of fact, the aocoihplishment of the JSfidhana, 
which is a part of the Sauhhara, does not accomplish the Sauhhara itself 
that forms the subject of the Context ] because the part is nofc known as 
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tlie Sduhham ; and we have already shown above that the SatihJiara 
would be taken as the substrate of the ‘ Huh % in whatever -way it could 
be found to be capable of being such a substrate. But even if we grant 
the fact of its being the substrate,— inasmuch as the Sauhhara is made up 
of many such parts as the ‘ PrastSva ^ and the like, it is not quite known 
in which part the * Hish^ is to be inserted ; specially as it cannot be said 
to be inserted in the Prastava, in accordance with the law laid down 
under Sutra XII — ii— 28; because in that case it could not be referred 
to as * Nidhana * (which is the concluding part of the Sdma). 

The following argument might be brought forward: “In the case of 
“the Ukthyas (Hymns) laid down for the sake of certain results, we find 
“ that they have their substrate in the Jyotishtomay which is pointed out by 
“ the Context, and over the whole of which they do not extend ; and though 
“ it has many constituent parts, yet the said Hymns are, in accordance 
“ with another text, always placed at the end ; and in the same manner, 
“in the case in question also, the ‘ and the rest, laid down for the 

“ sake of certain results, would have the Sauhhara for their substrate ; and 
“ therein their position would be fixed by the Yeda itself as the end of the 
“ Sdma; and it would be this their character of ‘ Nidhana * that would be 
“ referred to in the sentence in question.” 

To this we make the following reply : What you say is not possible ; 
because in the case of the Hymns, inasmuch as they could not be employed 
at any other place, their position was fixed ; as for the ‘ Huh ' on the other 
band, it is capable of occupying many positions ; and hence it is not quit^r 
surely indicated at which place it should be inserted. That is to j^^y, 
as for the Hymm, inasmuch as they are never found in any othe^^place, 
and are something superphysical, it is only right that they a^^^^ever in- 
serted in the midst of the sacrifice ; as a matter of fact, we h^^e never found 
them occupying any other place ; and so long as their #^«ition is not as- 
certained, their true form cannot be ascertained, uo:)^ l^hey be connected 
with any result ; and if they existed anywhere else./] <^hey could not be spqken 
of as ‘ JJkthya,' which is a name applied in p.--‘Ccbrdance with the form (of the 
Sawa) ; and as for the particulf».»* rx^^^sition that is pointed out by another 
s^iuiAnce, it is not foun^ ^ help the sacrifice in any way ; and as such that 
corned to be taken along with the mention of the particular 
Eestit^; and hence it comes to be recognized as helping in the accom- 
plishta^t of those results. In the case in question, however, the natural 
positicm of the ‘ Hish ' pointed out by the Veda has been mentioned by the 
Injunction of the Sauhhara as helping the sacrifice and also as helping 

the accomplishment of a desirable result for the human agent; and in the 
sentence in question, inasmuch as the ‘Eish' is laid down independently by 
itself, with regard to the partioulai' result, there is . nothing to show ■ 
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wlietlier it (tlie ^Htsh is to be used in ordinary parlance, or in a Yedic 
sentence, or in another Sdma, or in another part of the Sama, or in that 
part of the 8dma which occurs in the Context. If the ‘ Kish ’ were recog- 
nised as laid down in connection with that (part of the 8aithhara) which 
forms the subject of the Context, then, inasmuch as the place of this 
part is already known, there would be no doubt as to the exact posi- 
tion of the ^ Kish, ’ 

Objection : ‘‘ As the word is one and the same, the word ‘ Kish ’ that 

would be used in the case in question would be the same as that em- 
ployed in ordinary parlance j and as such to whatsoever the ‘ Kish ’ may 
“be cognised as pertaining, it would always occupy the same posi- 
“tion.’’ 

Ee]ply: This cannot be; because, even though the word be one only, 
it has a diversity of potencies, as with reference to the purpose served by 
it ; and hence the position that the word occupies at one time, could not bo 
the same at another time, when the purpose served by it would be wholly 
different. That is to say, the mere fact of the word being one does not 
lead to the conclusion that the position in which it has been found to be 
effective, in one place, would be its position in all cases ; for certainly the 
position occupied by Devadatta while taking his food is not the same as 
that occupied by him when fighting ; as the particular position that a 
thing would occupy depends upon the purpose to be served, and not upon 
the form of the thing itself ; and the form remains always the same, what- 
ever the position may be. Consequently, when the purposes to be served 
are different, a single thing comes to occupy different positions. So, in the 
case in question, the position of the ^ Klsh\ as helping the accomplishment 
of the Sauhhara, cannot be believed to be the same as that occupied by it 
while accomplishing a desirable result for the human agent. 

Objection : “ As a matter of fact the Kuhj m both cases, serves to 
“ accomplish the desirable result of a human agent ; and it is only by tbe 
“way that it helps also in the accomplishment of the Sauhhara (and thus 
“ the purpose remaining the same, there would he no difference in the 
“position).” 

Reply : It is not so ; because before the particular position of the 
‘ Kuh ’ has been duly ascertained, the Sauhhara cannot be laid down as 
accomplished by it ; and then, what you say would involve a mntual inter- 
dependence : the position of the Kish being ascertained by the fact of its 
helping in the accomplishment of the Sdubhara) and this latter fact being 
based upon that position of the Kish* 

Objection : “ Just as in the AbhyuditSshfi, even though the madhyama- 
*^tandula, etc., are mentioned, yet the tanduta that is used is the same 
“'that has been mentioned in the Context,— 'So, in the case in question 
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‘‘also, tlie Htsh^ etc., would be taken as those referring to ilmt (^8 atibhar a) 
“ wbiclj is mentioned in the Context/’ 

Bejply : Wbat yon say is quite proper in the case of the Abhyuditeshpi ; 
because we find the tan^ula tlmt is mentioned above to be referred 
to by the sentences mentioning the connection of Deities, which supply the 
element wanting in the sentence containing the word ‘ VihhajaM^'* wldcii 
distinctly points to that which bas been mentioned in the Context; and 
secondly, because the dwision of the Madhyama, etc., which are mentioned 
by means of the word ‘ Yat does not give rise to any idea apart from that 
of the mentioned in the Context ; and hence no other tandula 

is taken up. In the case in question, however, we find none of these 
reasons applying to the case of Hlsh, etc., and hence thei’e is nothing to 
set aside the idea obtained through the ordinary method of comprehen- 
sion. 

Thus then, inasmuch as the meaning of the sentence cannot be as 
the FuTva'pahshi we oifier another explanation. 

When, look howsoever much we do, we do not find any relationship 
of the Result directly mentioned (in the sentence in question), then, in 
order to save the Direct Denotation of the sentence from being rejected, we 
take it as referring to the means of accomplishing the mentioned results, 
which have been previously spoken of in the Context ; and hence the mean- 
ing of the sentence comes to be this •. ^^'^''he word Msh is subsidiary to the 
means of accomplishing the Rain, etc.^ that have been mentioned in the 
Context,’ The word ‘ vrshtikdma * in this sentence pointing to that ‘ vrsti- 
hdma ’ which has been mentioned before, comes to indicate only tbe 8au- 
hhara, as the means of accomplishing itself, and nothing else ; nor is it 
cognised as indicating the means of the accomplishment of any other result. 
And even though the " Ezshf etc., may have been already laid down (as 
part of the Saubhara), yet the sentence in question would serve the dis- 
tinctly useful purpose of restricting the Nidhanas, as lias already been ex- 
plained above (under Biddhdnta, A). And these, ‘ huhf etc., would be 
restricted by the sentence in question, exactly in the same form as that in 
which they are implied by the Sauhhara; and {this form being that of the 
Nidhana), their character of Nidhana, becoming accomplished even 
without the actual mention of the word ^nidhana,' it is this character that 
is merely referred to in the sentence in question (thus there being no 
occasion for any syntactical split). This is what is shown in the Bhmhya 
— vfshtikmnaya sauhhammastyeva, etc., etc. 


This Adhikarana embodies the exception to two o£theforegoingAd/^^- 
karana^yviz,, that the result follows from the Accessory (II— ii— 26), and 
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tliat it follows from tlie Actioii and not from tbe Accessory (II — ii — 27). 
Because what is herein shown is that the sentence in question does not Iaj„ 
down the Result, hut only indicates the etc., as part of the Satih’- 
/mra leading to the aforesaid results. 

The syntactical split that bad been urged against us, would have been 
possible, if we admitted of a relationship of the Nidhana (with the ElsTi, etc.) 
or if we took the Nidhana as directly qualifying the Sauhhara. As a matter 
of fact, however, we do none of these ; as we hold the relationship to exist 
between the Rish and the word ‘ vrshtikama’* ; and the fact of the Nidhana 
being the qualification of we deduce fi’om the Context; and 

certainly the peculiarities deduced from the Context do not cause a 
syntactical split. And hence the anomaly of syntactical split does not 
quite apply to us. 


[ SUPPLEMENTARY ADHIKARANA.] 

There is yet another point to be considered, in this connection: (1) 
Does the sentence in question serve to restrict the etc., with reference 
to the means of accomplishing Rain, etc., in the shape of the BanWiarat 
in whatever Rescension of the Yeda the 8ama may be found to appear ? or 
is the /S'<:mb7iara to be employed for one desiring rain, in that form in 
which it appears in that Rescension wherein it is found with the Rlsli as 
its Nidhd7ia ? Similarly with the other two Nidhanas-^-^Urg and Uh, 

And on this point we have the following 

^ PtiRYAPAKSHA. 

As all the Sauhharas appearing in the thousand Rescensions of the 
Sdmaveda are recognised as optional alternatives, what the sentence in 
question does is merely to restrict the Rtsh, etc., with regard to the Desire 
^*for Bam^ etc.^ (the Sauhlim'a being of any Rescension of the 8dmaveda)N 

SIDDHINTA 

To the above we make the following reply: As a general rule, the 
song to be employed for the sake of Rain, etc., must be of that particular 
Rescension in which that song appears with those particular Nidhanas. 

Because in order that the form of the song may not be utterly destroyed, 
one song is never connected with the parts of another song ; and hence what 
is recognised as the alternative to be employed is the whole of the song 
(together with its Nidhana and other parts); and as such all its restrictions 
should always follow the way in which it appears in the Yeda. 

That is to say, the form of a Sdma is ascertained wholly from the 
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¥eda ; and lienee even tlie very sliglitest diferenoe made in its text mafee^ 
it wholly unrecognisable as the same. Gonsequen tly if tbe NMlicma of one* 
Rescension were to be employed in the song of another Eescension, the 
song itself would become wholly changed. Kor are any modifications of 
the song allowable, except in cases where we have a direct Yedic declara- 
tion of such modification, — as in the case of the word ‘ ’ being 

changed into ‘azVam*; and also because of the possibility of tbe con- 
tradiction being avoided by taking up the song of the same Rescension, 
there would be nothing to warrant the modification; as in all cases -we 
admit of the modification, only on the ground of the original form being 
impossible to be used. In the case in question, however, we have a 
distinct song (wherein the Nidhana is quite compatible) ; and hence it is 
with regard to this song of the Sauhhara with the Nidhanas ^ Stsliy 
etc., that it appearing doubtful as to which of the Nidhanas is to he em- 
ployed, the sentence in question serves to restrict the use of each Ridhana. 
And as the many alternatives conceived of are all in the form of the 
whole 8dma {SauhJiara, With the one or the other Nidhana)^ not 
in that of its parfcs, there can be no room for the Nidhana peculiar to 
ofcher Rescensions. And the sentence in question restricting the part 
{Nzdhana) , the whole of the 8Uma becomes restricted thereby (as the 
restriction of the part cannot he possible without the whole being afiected 
at the same time) ; just as when the Pupil is enjoined to eat out of a 
K^nsya vessel, and that too of the food left hy his Teacher, it becomes 
necessary for the Teacher also to eat in a vessel of the same metal (as 
otherwise the Pupil could not eat of tbe food left by him in the Kmsya 
vessel). 

The sentence in question is capable of yet another interpretation. 
The sentence lays down the mere relationship between tho 8 auhhar a and 
tbe Hish^ both of which have been mentioned previously, — the construction 
of the sentence being : ‘ yob vrshtihctmdya sauhharam^ yacca Mshifyevam 
nidhanam^tadBlcatra sampadanzyam.^ 

Thus then, we conclude that the sentence serves to restrict the use of 
the whole ScLubhara-^saMCi (with reference to the various results). 
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Pada IIL 

ADHIKARANA (1), 

[T^e subsidiary to the Jyotishtoma,’] 

Sutra (1): “The Accessory, being in connection with the 
“Sacrifice, would bring about a distinct Action, because the con- 
“ nection is in its entirety 

In connection with the Jyotishtoma^ from among the various alternative 
Sttmas, the Brhadrathantara has been laid down as the means of accom- 
plishing the particular Hymn {Prshtha) ; and then we find the sentence'— 

‘ Yadi BathantarasUmd. somah syat aindravSyavagr&n grahdn grhntyat^ 
yadi BrhatsSmd gukrdigran^ (‘If the Soma is connected with the 
Bathantara sdma, precedence should be given to the holding of the vessels 
dedicated to Indra and Yayu, etc., etc., etc. ’). 

And in connection with these two sentences, there arises the following 
question with regard to the Action with its Accessory, that is mentioned in 
the latter sentence: Is it an action distinct from the Jyotishtoma^ or is it 
the same Jyotishtoma mentioned over again, for the purpose of pointing 
out the reason for the precedence of the various vessels at the same sac- 
rifice, as characterised by the f 

For the sake of this question, we have got to consider the following 
question — Is the Bathantara related to the sacrifice in its entirety (f.e., is 
the Bathantara the only Sama to be used at it) ? or is it related by mere 
existence (ix., the Bathantara is one of the many used in the sacrifice) ? 

And this leads us to yet another question— Is the Bathantara ac- 
cepted as qualified by the Sacrifice, or the Sacrifice as qualified by the 
Bathantara ? 

Objection : ‘‘ Inasmuch as the presence of the word ^yadi* distinctly 

points out the Bathantara as a conditional motive, and as that forms 
“ the subject of the proposition, there could he no relation of the quali- 
“ fication (between the Sacrifice and the Bathantara),*^ 
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Beply : Tlie Bathantara could be taken as a conditional motive, only if 
it bad been mentioned elsewhere, in the form that it is cognised as having 
in the case in question. When, however, such a Baihantara has not been 
mentioned elsewhere, we must admit its injunction by means of the sen- 
tence in question. And then, if the lyoUshfoma were always of the same 
character as that which is mentioned in the sentence in question, as having 
the conditional character, then, in that case, the mention of it in the 
sentence in question could be taken as serving the purpose of laying down 
an accessory detail for the same JyotisTitoma ; if, on the other hand, the 
Jyotishtoma is not of that character, then it would be necessary to impose 
upon it that character, and then make it serve as the condition. That, 
without whose relationship the conditional character does not appear, be- 
comes the qualifier of the Condition also ; as it will he declared under the 
Artyadhikai'ana (Yl—iv — 22, 23) that ■ we can allow of a qualification by 
the matei’ial ofitred* (Bha., p. 683). And thus there wnuld be no anomaly 
in the form of the reference being made to a qualified object (as the refer- 
ence would be to the object only). 

The conclusion that would suggest itself at the first sight, in connec- 
tion with the above questions, would be as follows : The action mentioned 
in the sentence in question is none other than the JyoUsJitoma itself — (1) 
because the presence of the Bathantam j£fama, as also that of the Brliat 
8dma, is mentioned by another sentence; (2) because the word ^yadi^ 
distinctly points to the conditional character, which depends upon the pre- 
vious mention of that which is laid down as the condition ; (3) because 
the particular precedence of the vessel is included in the collective sentence 
laying down the whole pmcedure of the Action collectively ; (4) because the 
Accessory mentioned in the sentence is not set aside by any other Acces- 
sory mentioned more authoritatively elsewhere; specially so, in accord- 
ance with the Sutra II — ii — 16. 

In opposition to this position of the SiddMntd, we proceed to put 
forward the Piirvapahsha as embodied in the sutra : — 

PURYAPAKSHA. 

** The Action mentioned in the sentence in question is a distinct Action 
“ because a compound is possible, only when the words compounded have 
‘'a certain capability ; and this capability is held to exist in the qualifying 
** 8(lma ; and the qualification serves to differentiate the object qualified; 
** while in the Jyotishtoma, we do not find the Bathantara differentiating 
the sacrifice (by precluding all other Sdmas), 

“ It has been explained above, under Sutra II— ii— 23, that it is only 

when the Accessory mentioned is wholly unconnected with the pre- 
viously 'mentioned action, that it serves ^ to diffei-eutiate the Action 
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“ mentioned in tlie sentence from tliat mentioned before. In tbe case in 
question, however, we find that the existence of the object expi’essed by the 
^[ BahuvriM compound — ‘ Rathantarasama ’ — • is pointed out, by the word 
“ ^ yaM\ as the condition (for the precedence of the vessel) ; and the charac- 
“ ter of the condition is not found to belong to the emstence of the mere 
Rathantam ; as that has only a subordinate position in the compound 
(being only a qualification of that which is expressed by the compound). 

“ Specially as in the sentence, we do not recognise the Rathantara to be 
“ qualified by the Sacrifice, — we could not very well take the existence of 
“ the Rathantara as the condition. Hor is it possible for the SGma (Bathan^ 

“ iara) to be differentiated by the Sacrifice ; because that {Scima) exists 
“ elsewhere also. It could have been so differentiated, if the Rathantara 
“ was the S^ma peculiar to the Sacrifice in question alone ; but as a matter 
“ of fact, this is not so. 

“Therefore we must take the compound as expressing the fact of 
“ the Rathantara being the only SHma connected with the jparticnlar sacrifice \ 

“ and inasmuch as we do not find either the JyoHshtoma, or any other 
“ sacrifice, connected with that Sctma orAj, the px’esence of the mere 
“ Rathantara could not be the condition of any such sacrifice. 

“ Thus then, having to renounce all notion of condition, we find the 
“word ^ Rathantara <€Lmd’ to be inexplicable; and from this apparent 
“inconsistency of the word, we come to take it as laying down an alto- 
“ gether distinct Action, at which the Rathantara would he the only 
Sdmct employed. Specially as that distinct Action is quite capable of 
“being performed. And the mere existence of the Rathantara can- 
“not be a qualification ; as it does not extend over the whole of the 
“ sacrifice ; and not being a qualification, it cannot have the capability, 
“ (of being compounded) ; and without the capability, there can be no 
“ compound ; but as a matter of fact, we find the Samasa actually present 
“ in the case in question ; consequently the Action mentioned in the sen- 
“ tence is not recognised as being the same as the one mentioned before. 

“ Question : ‘ Wherefore should we not take the Jyotislitoma itself, as 
“ having, in one alternative case, the Rathantara Sama only ? * 

“ Ansimr : It cannot he taken in this way ; because such an assump- 
“ tion would be a direct contradiction of the Injunction of other Sdmas 
mentioned in connection with the Hymns directly laid down with 
“ regard to the Jyotishtoma. The Rathantara sama, thongli mentioned 
“as connected with the Sacrifice, Ts found "to be of no use in the 
“ performance of the Sacrifice itself ; and hence, in accordance with the 
“ Sntra III — i — 18, comes to be indirectly taken along with the Hymns 
“ (sung at the Sacrifice) ; while the Q^yatra and the other Samas are laid 
“ down directly in connection with those Hymns ; and as such the presence 
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of these latter is more authoritative than that of Mathantma 
‘‘ (whose presence is only implied indirectlj). When, however, the sentence 
is taken as laying down a distinct Sacrifice, it would directly lay down 
the Uathantara as related to that Sacrifice ; and as such in this case the 
** Eathantara would be more authoritative than the other Samas, which BjTB 
‘‘ all mentioned along with the original Injunction ; and so in this case 
“ there is nothing incongruous in the mention of the Eathantara. 

“ Thus too, the word ^ BathantarasUma ’ being taken as referring to 
“ something distinct from that which is denoted by the words ( ‘ Bathan- 
‘‘ tara ’ and ‘ sama ’ ) themselves 5 --the presence of the Bahuvrihi compound 
“ would become justified ; as the predominant factor in that compound 
is always something apart (from that denoted by the component 
“ words). Otherwise (^.e., if the Eathantara be taken as the qualification 
“ of the previous sacrifice) the compound in question would have to be 
“ taken as pertaining to the subordinate element (as the qualifying ad- 
3 unci always occupies the subordinate position in a Bahuvrihi eom- 
‘‘ pound ; just as in the case of the compound ^lohitoshnlshah^ {in the 
sentence ‘ lohitoshntshd> rtvijah pracaranti where all the other factors 
“ being found to have been previously mentioned, the sentence is taken 
“ as laying down only the redness of the turban). 

“ If again, the word ‘ BathantarasHma ’ be construed along with 
** the sentence that lays dowri the Precedence of the particular vessels, 
“ — then, there would be two diverse Injunctions, that of the 
Bathafitara and that of the Precedence ; and hence they could be accom- 
“ plished through the Injunction of an altogether fresh Bh5va7ia (of a 
distinct Saorihoe). The expression ‘ somah syat,^ through the extreme 
proximity of the two words, would directly point to the fact of the 
“ /So77ia being something to be brought about ; while the accomplishment 
of the fact of the Sacrifice having the Bathantara sama, could, at best, be 
“ assumed only indirectly. And in accordance with our view, all that the 
*‘word ^ somah ^ would do would be to point out that the new 
“ (laid down in the sentence in question) is only a modification of the 
“ Jyotishtoma ; specially as the word ‘ somah ’ distinctly points to the pri- 
“ mary original of the Sacrifice in question. 

Hence we conclude that the sentence in question is the Injunction 
of a distinct Action. 

“ This is what is shown in the BhU.shyn, by means of the sentence — 
‘ yadi Bathantara samBtyasy a hoWthah, etc., etc,, etci* 

“As for the particular precedence of the vessels, it would apper- 
tain to the other Action (laid down by the sentence), either by means of 
“ syntactical con7iection, or by the stih-confeost. Though the intervening 
“ component sentences have no authority, in the face of the whole taken as 
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one compound-complex sentence, yet no useful purpose being found to 
be served by tbat complete sentence as a whole, no significance can bo 
‘‘ attached to it ; and as such the having recourse to the intervening com- 
ponent sentences could not adversely affect the Injunctive potency in 
** question. 

“ With a view to the fact of completing a certain factor that 
which forms the denotation of the Bahuvrlhi compound) by supplying 
its deficiencies being more reasonable than its rejection, the Bhashya 
**adds — atha vdL yadi iccheta^ etc. (if one desires, etc.); because, the 
‘‘element of Desire is always implied by the fact of the Action being 
“something to be performed, the supplying of this element in the sen- 
“ tence in question must be accepted as authoritative, and not a mere 
“ gratuitous assumption. 

“ In consideration of the fact, that in comparison with this supply- 
“ ing from without (of the element of Desire), it would be far simpler to 
“ accept the indirect function of the word itself as taken with another 
“ word removed from it by certain steps, as this would entail only the 
“ disregarding of the property (proximity) of words (and leave the words 
“ intact), — the Bhashya takes up another position, by citing the instance 
“of such sentences as ^yadi pdlim hhunjUa tatra dadhyupasmcBta ^ 
“ (that is to say, just as this sentence is accepted as laying down the 
“ eating of Qdli, so, the sentence in question may be taE^B..-a^J^ing 
“ down the fact of the Soma-sacrifice having the Bathantara for^ 
Sdma. 

“ The opponent, however, retorts by putting forward the fact of the 
“ corroborating Instance itself not being duly established — * Mow does the 
“ eating of Cali come to he laid down hy that sentence ? ’ 

“ The answer is that the said laying down would be got at by invert- 
“ing the order of the sentence, which really means that — ‘if one wants 
“ to mix curd with his food, he should eat Cali * ; that is to say, the ^ Lin ’ 
“ (Injunctive) affix in ‘ vpansinceta * is taken as having the force of the 
“ Desiderative, in accordance with Paninfs sUtra — ‘ kamapravedan^, etc.’ 
“ (III-»~iii— 153). 

“ And in accordance with this construction, the meaning of the sen- 
“ tence in question comes to be this : * If one wishes to accord precedence 

“ to the vessels dedicated to Indra and Yayu, he should perform the sacrifice 
“ at which Bathantara is the Sdma employed' And thus the real Injunctive- 
“ ness comes to belong to the two words ‘ apart from the 

“ conditional Hf' (‘ yadi *), And though in this case the word ‘ grkmydt ’ 
‘is deprived of its direct injunctiveness, yet, being taken as serving the 
“ purpose of denoting ‘ desiref it would, in reality, come to serve the pur- 
“ pose of the Injunctive also ; inasmuch as one always does what he desires. 
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‘‘ Or, ifc may be that the Injunctive (in ‘ grhnyHt ') lays down the jp^^ece- 
“ dence of the particulai’ vessel, as desired by the agent. 

“ The Bhashya puts forward yet another explanation, in consideration 
“of the fact that the following explanation does nob require any such 
“ indirect and remote constructions as necessitated by the foregoing 
“ explanation. The explanation is put forward by the Bhashya^ in the 
“ sentence — The Injunctive denotes the causal relationship^ in accord- 
“ ance with the laws of Paqini. That is to say, (1) the Injunctive in 
“ ‘ Somah sydt * denotes the Gause^ while that in ‘ gfhi^lyot * denotes pure 
“ Injunction itself ; and the sense of the sentence, in that case, comes to 
** be this : — One should hold the vessel with due precedence of those 
dedicated to Indra and Vdyu^ as caused hy that Soma-sacrifice which em- 
“ plotjs the Uathantara sdma ; and as this latter Sacrifice could not serve the 
“ purposes of the Cause, until it is itself duly accomplished, the injunc- 
tion of its performabiiity also comes to be implied in the sentence (2) 
“ or, the Injunctive in ‘ yrhniydt ’ may be taken as denoting the effect (that 
which is caused), that in ‘ being taken as denoting the Injunction ; 
“ though in this case, the Soma-sacrifice would not be directly mentioned 
“ as the Cause, yet its causal character would be implied by its proximity 
“with the effect ( 2 ls mentioned in ^ yfhntyat'), and the meaning of 
“the sentence, wonld-ishus come to he that— should perform the 
sacrifice, as being the cause of the according of a particular precedence to 
** the vessels dedicated to Indra and Vdyu» 

“ The various alternative theories here put forward ai’e summed up 
“ in the following verse : 

“(1) The rejection of the conditional ^yadi^i (2) the supplying of the 
“ element of ‘ Desire ’ ; (3) the inverting of the construction of the tivo parts 
of the sentence ; and (4) the taking of the Injunctive Affix as denoting the 
causal relationship. 

“As every one of these theories will be of use in the Siddhdnta of the 
“ next Adhikarana (dealing with Aveshti), they have been explained 
“here in detail, 

“ Then again, it is a general rule that the Gause itself must be a duly 
“ established entity before it serves to bring about the effect ; and in the 
“ case in question, we find that the presence of the Eathantara is not quite as 
“ well established as tJie existence of the Sacrifice itself. That is to say, 
“ the precedence of the holding of the vessels occurs in connection with 
“ the Morning Libation, while the Eathantara sdma is sung at the Midday 
“ Libation ; and so inasmuch as this Sdma itself would not he a duly 
“ accomplished entity in the morning, it could not be the cause or condi- 
“ tion of the said precedence ; because in this case the word ‘ condition, * 
“ * nimitki, ’ is equivalent to * cause/ For us, on the other hand (who hold 
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““the sentence to lay down a distinct sacrifice), tliere is no need of any 
siicli * condition ’ or cause ; or even if we require sncli a cause, the sacri- 
^\fice itself would serve as the cause or ‘ condition ’ requii’ed ; and the sacri- 
fice will be an established entity from the very beginning (and so tlic're 
would be nothing incongruous in its serving as the ‘condition’ of a 
“ certain detail in connection with the Morning Libation). 

“ Lastly, inasmuch as the Jagat-sBma does not appear in the Jyotish- 
“ as will be shown under Sutra X^y-^ 8, --the Soma-sacrifice, men- 

“ tioned in the sentence as having this sdma, cannot but be admitted to 
“be wholly distinct from the JyoUshtoma ; and, consequently, the case of 
“ the Soma-sacrifices with the other SUmas {Bathantara and the rest) being 
“exactly similar to thdt of the one with the Jagat sama, vre cannot but 
“admit those also to be wholly distinct from the Jyotishtoma. 

“ And hence we conclude that the whole of the sentence in question 
“ lays down a distinct Sacrifice/’ 


SIDDHANTA. 

Snip ft (S).’—The same Action having diverse characteristics 
these could be mentioned for a certain purpose, -the Action being 
account of the sentence (in giiestion) being sub- 
sidiary (to the previous sentence). 

On accotmt of the reasons slipwn briefly at the opening of tlie pre- 
sent Adhikarana, we conclude that the sentence in question merely lays 
down accessory details for the previously mentioned Jyotishtoma, and 
does not put forward a distinct sacrifice. ( 1 ) Because it is the same sacri- 
fice of the JyoUshtoma that is mentioned with its several characteristic 
Sdmas, with a view to serve the purpose of showing the cause or condi- 
tion of the precedence to he accorded to one or the other of the vessels ; 
and inasmuch as the sentence in question is subsidiary to tbe foregoing 
sentence, it cannot give rise to any notion of a distinct sacrifice ; and hence 
the Sacrifice in question is believed to be one and one only. (2) Or, be- 
cause of tbe fact of tbe Rathantara, etc., being laid down in tbe sentence 
in question, it is concluded that it is the Jyotishtoma sacrifice that is laid 
down as having these Samos, mentioned in sentences that are subsidiary 
to the original Injunction of the Jyotishtoma ; and, consequently, the 
Action mentioned in the sentence in question is none other than the 
JyoUshtoma, which, therefore, is the only one sacrifice spoken of in the 
two sentences. 

Objection : “ Inasmuch as the Bathantara sSma does not serve to 
“ differentiate the sacrifice in question, and as a qualification it stands in 
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need of other Samas^ the compound * MatTiantara’SamU ’ is altogether 
“impossible.’’ 

Beply : That which applies to a thing only partially is also found to 
be accepted as qualifying it by its mere mistence (and not by differentiating 
it from others) ; and in the case in question, that is held to be the con- 
dition which appears as the qualified at the time that the compound is 
broken up (i.e,, the compound is broken up as ‘ yatsambandhi Bathantara- 
snma sah' the qualified in this case is the /S^oma sacrifice^ and there is 
nothing objectionable in the fact of this sacrifice forming the condi* 

tion). " ' 

That is to say, if it wei’e such that one JRathantara existed in the 
JyoHshtoma QAw2bj8, and that always in the company of another S( 7 ma, 
then it might not have served to differentiate it ; as a matter of fact, how- 
ever, we find the lyotishicma being performed even without the Bathm- 
tar a ; and hence the presence of Bathaniara can very well serve the purposes 
of a qualification differentiating this performance of the from 

that in which the Bathantara is not used. If there be no notion of a ‘ quali- 
fication ’ without the intensifying word ^ if unless the qualifica- 

tion spoken of be specified as the only one possible, it be not cognised as a 
qualification)^ then too, we could explain the conditional clause as ‘ t/udi 
Bathantara-sSlma oLstyBva,* And inasmuch as the Bahmrthi contains with- 
in itself the force of the Possessive affix, which latter includes the 
factor of existence f the assumption of the intensifying ‘ eva ’ would 
not be wholly unfounded. Or, the word ^ eva ’ might be inserted after 
^ sarm^^ the clause being explained as * yadi Bathanfaram sdmaivSsya hha^ 
vati ^ ; and in this case the force of the word ‘ Bva^ may be explained in 
the following manner ; Though the Bathantara is always sdma^ yet when 
it is not employed in a certain sacrifice, then, so far as that sacrifice is 
concerned, not helping it in the manner of a sama, it is as good as not-sama ; 
while when the Bathantara does exist in a sacrifice, then it is spoken of as 
‘ sQma ’ ; for the character of * sdma * meant in the clause in question must 
he taken as depending upon its presence, or otherwise, in the sacrifice ; 
otherwise, if the mere form of the Bathantara, independently by itself, 
were meant, then the use of the word ‘ sdma ’ again (in the word ‘ Bathan- 
tara^samd) would be a useless repetition. 

Kor, so far as the Jyotishtoma is concerned, is the Bathantara depen- 
dent upon other sdmas ; and as such there would he nothing incongruous 
in the compound in question. Because such dependence is found in cases 
where many sSimas are mentioned by means of a single JDvandva compound 
as appertaining to a single Hymn. In a case (like the present), however, 
where each sfUma is mentioned separately, as accomplishing a distinct 
Hymn, the instrumentality of each towards such accomplishment is wholly 
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independent ; and there is no harm done to this instrumentality (by such 
independence). 

Or, it may be that, inasmuch as the word *sama' is a mere repeti- 
tion, it is to be taken as indicating the Hymn accomplished by means of 
the ; and hence the compound indicates the Stotra (Hymn) that is 
bronght about by the Eathantara (and as such there is no dependence 
upon other Hymns). 

Or again, it may be that, inasmuch as the BrJiat Sbr\d ih.e Eathantara 
are spoken of in the same sub- Context, and are endowed with secondary 
functions, they are opposed to each other ; and as such, vying with each 
other, — inasmuch as both have the same character of being references to 
the existing state of things, — they serve the purpose, independently of all 
other Sctmas, of precluding each other (from being employed at the Joyotisli^ 
toma), and thereby attaining to the character oi qualification. And 
in this way there is nothing incongruous in taking Sacrifice qualified 
by the Eathantara as the condition (of the particular precedence of certain 
vessels). 

Or, lastly, we can admit the Eathantara itselfi as qualified by the Sacri- 
fice, to be the condition laid down. 

Objection : “ But as a matter of fact, the Eathantara is not cognised 
** as being qualified by the sacrifice.*’ 

Eeply : True, it is not so recognised ; but when, as you hold, the sacri- 
fice is not cognised as qualified by the Eathantara, because of the fact of 
this latter not extending over the whole of the sacrifice, — then, on expound- 
ing the compound (in ‘ Eathantarastlma') as ^ Eathantaramasya sama \ we 
find the relationship of the Qualified and the Qualification revei’sed ; and 
certainly there could be nothing wrong in the cognition of this relation- 
ship ; and thus inasmuch as in the expoundings the * sacrijice \ would have 
the genitive ending, it would be cognised as the qualification (as in ‘ Eajnah 
furusha^ \ the Eaja is the qualifying factor). And this would be the 
sense desired to be conveyed, because of the impossibility of the sacrifice 
having the character of the Qualified^ as pointed out by the compound at 
first sight. 

Though, as a matter of fact, the Eathantara is present, in its natural 
form, in other sacrifices also, yet the mere fact of its presence in the 
Jyotishtor/ia would be enough to point it out as its qualification. Because, 
as a rule, for one thing to be recognised, in a sentence, as the qualification 
of another, all that is necessary is that, ,in that particular sentence it should, 
be mentioned as a property peculiar to that, object, — and not that it should 
always belong to that object alone ; for if it were so, then, ‘ blue ’ could not 
be cognised as qualifying the ‘lotus,’ or ^possessed by Devadatta’ ns 
qualifying the “ Cow ” j as throughout the world, the Cow is not the objegt 
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possessed hy JDevadatta ; and so too the property ‘ blue ' does not belong to 
the lotus alone ; so that, according to you, these two could not be spoken 
oi m qualifications. 

On the other hand, if the recognition of one thing as the qualifioa- 
tion of another depended upon the fact of its really belonging to that 
ohjeot alone, then such a relationship would never be sought to be ex- 
pressed in words; for certainly there is no use of mentioning such a 
qualification as that ‘ the Fire is hot Therefore all that we should accept 
as the means of such recognition is the fact of the property being men- 
tioned, in that sentence^ as belonging to that object alone. 

This condition we find fulfilled in the case in question ; because in the 
sentence in question what is meant to he spoken of as the condi- 
tion of the particular precedence is the Muthantara as belonging to the 
Jyoiishtoma only. And, under the circumstances, there is no ground for 
rejecting the foremost cognised conditional character of the Bathan- 
^ara, and attributing it to something else. 

Thus we find that in any case, there is nothing incongruous in the 
fact of the said Bathantara being the condition ; and, consequently, we 
cannot accept any of the four alternatives-— Rejection of the word 
yadi \ etc. — propounded by the PUrvapahshin. (See above, p, 810.) 

, As for the assertion that the Injunctive Affix denotes either the 
presence of Desire or the causal relation, — ^none of these two denotations 
could be cognised until the aforesaid conditional character has been duly 
comprehended ; and so long as the cognition of this latter is possible, it is 
not right to accept any other denotation that has not been cognised. 

As a matter of fact, we find, even in ordinary experience, the conditional 
cliaracter belonging to objects, present, past and future ; and as such the 
fact of the Bathantara being sung at midday, while the vessels are held in the 
morning, cannot be effectively urged against the said conditional character 
of the Bathantara, Then again, that which is known in the morning as 
sure to come is as good as present ; and in the case in question we find that 
at the time that the performance of the Jyoiishtoma is just beginning, it is 
already well known that the Bathantara would be sung at midday ; be- 
cause, as a rule, all doubtful details are fully settled before the perform- 
ance is actually begun ; and so all the priests, as well as the sacrifice!’ 
himself, must be fully aware of the fact of a certain thing to be done in 
eourse of the performance, before they actually proceed with the perform- 
ance itself ; specially as it is only hy such previous settling of all doubtful 
details that people become accustomed to, and experts in, the performance 
of sacrifices. 

Then again, as a matter of fact, the Condition helps the Conditioned, 
not by it ctunl material presence, but simply by being fully known ; and 
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- kence even tliougli tke Rathantara may not liave been actaally sung in 
the y^^xnmg^ yet, inasmuch as it has been determined upon (in the 
very act of * wdetermining the performance of the sacrifice), and is fully 
known as such, it' xcould very well serve as the condition (for the particular 
order of precedence in the' , holding of the vessels in the morning). And 
when it is the sacrifice, as qiialiffevd l^y the Rathantara, even though exist- 
ing in only one part of it, that is the comAitjon of the j^recedence — then, in- 
asmuch as the sacrifice is present in the morning' --.also, there would be no 
incongruity in this. . : 

Nor is the use of the Injunctive Affix regulated by con^iection with 
any point of time ; and as such it could not be taken as indicating- the 
conditional character of a thing existing at any definite point of time ; be- 
cause the affix in ‘ syat^ is quite capable of affording the meaning that — 

‘ if the sacrifice he, or has been, or 'will he, connected with the Rathantara 
Sdma, etc. * ; tod it is only by the indirect implication of the sentence that 
the in the case in question, is #0 5e. 

As for the last argument (of the Pm^vapahsha), hnsei upon the 
similarity of the Rathantara, etc,, with the Jagat-^sa'ma (which is not present 
at the Jyotishtoma ) — -it is not quite proper; (1) because in such super- 
physical matters, an inference fi’om similar instances can have no autho- 
rity ; and (2) because the case of the JagaUsUma is not quite similar to 
those of the Rathantara and the rest ; the former being as incapable of 
being included in the Jyotishtoma, as the injunction of the First day of 
the month as qualified by duality and plurality. And further, even in the 
case of the Jagat-sama, the action is not wholly different from the Jyotish- 
toma ; because all that it does is to represent the condition attaching to 
the Vishuvat sacrifice mentioned elsewhere* 

For these reasons we conclude that the sentences in question only 
serve the purpose of laying down certain conditions of precedence [and do 
not lay down distinct actions]. 



nUtra (3).— Because of the mention of the AviSshti being 
connected with the mention of the Sacrifice, it must be accepted 
as pointing chiefly to a Sacrifice (and not to an Accessory). 

In the same context with the sentence ‘ Uaja rojasuyenfi^ svarUjyahi^’ 
mo yojsta *, we find the sentence — I. ‘ agneyd^sht&ha^alo-hiranyandakshina ’ 
and so forth, which serve to lay down, by mentioning the relationship of 
certain substances with particular deities, the sacrifice known as ‘ Aveshti ’ ; 
and then, subsequently, we come across the following sentence : II. ‘ Yadi 
BraJ^mano yojeta Barhai^fafyam madhyS nidhSySlitdtfndihutim hutvd hut" 
vd'bMgh^rayei, yadi Rajanya Aindram^ yadi Vaigye VatgvadBvamJ 

With regard to this last sentence, there arises a doubt, as before ; 
and it is this : A. . Does it serve to lay down the inserting of the Bdrhaspaiya, 
etc,, as due to ( conditioned by ) the connection of the Aveshti — as form- 
ing part of the R^Jasuya — with the various castes, — a connection that has 
already been laid down in the pxwious sentence ? Or, does it lay down a 
distinct performance ( of the Aveshti), in connection with the BrUhmana^ 
etc., not mentioned before ? 

This leads us to the further question : viz, : B. Are all the three castes 
entitled to the performance of the Bajastiya, or the Kshatriya only ? [As 
if the latter, then the connection of the three castes with the Aveshti of 
the Rojasuya cannot be said to have been previously mentioned.] 

0. And this last question would lead us to the consideration of the 
word * Raja ^ which is the word that specifies the Agent entitled to the 
performance of the Rojasuya ; and in connection with the word Raja 
we shall have to consider the question as to whether it signifies the 
‘ Kshatriya \ or ‘ one who perforins the functions of a hing,^ 

Objection: ‘‘ Inasmuch as we find another sentence — ^ etayd.< annadya- 
fen mam yojayBt ^ — which is wholly distinct from that which lays down 
“ the performance of the E5ja«%a with its subsidiaries, and which lays 
** down the AvBshti^ as not connected wdth any particular caste, — it is clear 
that the connection of the three castes is already mentioned ; and hence 
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“ there could he no doubt as to the sentences in question mentioning the 
connection of the castes only by way of pointing out the conditions for 
®‘the inserting of the B^rhas^atya and the rest.’’ 

Reply : It is not so ; because we find that the AvBshti is already re- 
cognised (through the sentence ^ Bajd BajasuyBnUf etc, as one to be per- 
formed by the Kshattriya, — and that the other sentence also (‘ etaya anna" 
dyaJcamam, etc. ’ ) does not lay it ddwii as to be performed by Agents other 
than the Kshattriya; consequently, we find no ground for the perform- 
ance of the Aveshfi apart from the Bnjasuya ; as such it comes to be 
taken as forming a part of the Bajasuyct itself ; so we conclude, in 
accordance with the law laid down in the Sutra IV — iii — 5, that tho 
"Kingdom of Heaven’ svdrtijya*) (mentioned in the former sentence) 
is the result common fco the Edjasuya and the Aveshti; while the * food 
(‘ annadya \ mentioned in the sentence quoted by the objector) is the result 
peculiar to the Avesliti ifcself. And even if the Aveshti be pei’formed apart 
from the Bajasuya, it would be performed by the Kshatriya only, when 
desiring the particular result of obtaining Food ; and as such there would be 
ho connection with the other two castes. As for instance, the Action of 
studying the Veda and the laying of Sacrificial Fire being known as to be 
performed by the three, higher castes only, — even though the sacrifices 
depending upon these two Actions may be found connected with any and 
every agent that may be desirous of obtaining the results following from 
those sacrifices, yet they come to be finally recognised as to be performed 
only by the non~Cudra castes ; and as in the case of the Bnjasuya itself, 
even though all men may be equally desirous of the ‘ Kingdom of Heaven \ 
yet on account of the Action being specified for the Baja only, it is the 
alone who could be the acquirer df that result (by the performance 
of the Bajasuyct), 

Thus then there are bnly tw6 alternative tlieoties to be considered : 
(1) The Aneshti (as connected with the three castes) is laid down in the 
sentence laying down the Bdjasuya, and (2) it is laid down by the latter 
sentences. 

And oil this question we have the Mlowing 
PUKYAPAKSHA. 

In view of the conclusion arrived at ifi the foregoing Adhikarana^ 
it must be admitted that the latter sentences only serve to lay down the 
‘‘ conditions for the particular insertions, 

“ And to the performance of BdjasUyay alHhe three castes are entitled, 
'‘as shown by the word " which Signifies ‘one who performs the 

functions of a king.’ Because ail through the woild, it is only one 
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“ performing the Hngly functions that is spoken of as ‘ Bnjd.’ And it is 
“ thus alone that the text in question can have an extended application. 

“ That is to say, when it is possible for the word ‘ Rdja' ia be taken 
both ways (i.e., as signifying the Kshattriya, and as signifying one who 
“ performs the kingly functions ’), it is far more advisable to accept the sig- 
“Lcation of all the three castes; because this interpretation alone 
“would be compatible with the mention (in the subsequent sen ences) 
“of the conditioL {^yadi BrahmanaA, etc. >), and with the Context etc ; 

“and also because this interpretation would not curtail the scope of the 
“ declaration of all the three castes being entitled to the performance of 

“ rTTh^e reasons it must be admitted that persons of all the three 
“ castes, performing the functions of a king, are “ Bajds ; and these func. 

“ tions are weU known to consist in the protection of the people and the 
“ removal, from among them, of all troublous factors. , . , 

“ The Bhashya speaks of the word ‘ Bnjd ’ being used in the above 
'‘sense by the people of Irydvarta (North India); and this is meant to 
“ show the authoritative chai-acter of the signification, in accordance with 

' ‘ The by declaring that trustworthy people me 

“ the word Bdjya in the sense of kingly functions, udmitsihe inAepenAenoe 

“ of the word Bdja, which forms the base of the word Bajya. (That is to 
“ say the said declaration makes the signification of the word Bajya de- 
■ “ pendent upon that of the word Baja, which is the word appearing in the 
“ text in question ; and hence what the declaration does is to seek to _ex- 
“ plain the word-Eayya-not in the text-bythehelp ofthat-Eaya- 
» which occurs in the text; and consequently the word Mja being inde- 
“ pendent, it could not be explained as Eff/yafeurfS). Because the word 
“ UdamSgha is not comprehended by being explained as related (as father) 

“ to Audamsghi ; in fact it is the word AudamSghi that is comprehended by 
“ the help of UdamSgha, which itself is independent. (And so the word 
“ Boia cannot be rightly comprehended by the help of the word E3y>). ^ 
“ Beply : Though the people of old comprehended the word ‘ Baja 
“ by itself, and deduced from that the meaning of the word ‘ Bajya',— 
“ vet for us, people of the present day, it is quite the other way. 

“ That is to say, when the direction ‘ Qamanaya ’ is used, the person 
“uaim^ it and the person comprehending it, understand it as— ‘ yo 
“sa alstavyay-, (that which is the oo, is to be brought), and yet the 
“third person standing by. who is ignorant of^ the “waning of the 
“ woi-d ‘ ySm ’, but knows that of the word ‘ anaya , takes the direction to 
“ mean Lt ‘ ya. aneshyatB sa gauV (that which will be brought is he 
“o»)-iast as the ‘ sacrificial post ’ is recognised as such only when the 
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sacrificial animal is tetliered to it. In the same manner, thougli siicli an- 
** cient writers as Fdnini and Manu have declared — ‘ yo Raja tena janapa^ 
darakshanam kartavyam, yacga Rajd tasya karma Bdjyam* (^He wlio is 
the “ king b as for his duty the protection of the people, and he who is the 
“ Bdjd, his function is Mdjya ’),-~yet we, who are not quite sure of the 
signification of the word ‘ Raja* though quite sure of that of the word 
^ Rajya\ comprehend the said declaration of Manu^ etc., in the folio w- 
ing way : ‘ Inasmuch as the Smrtis have made the above declaration, 
‘^ we must conclude that they understood the word Raja as signifying 
“ something capable of doing Rdjya (t.e,, performing the functions of the 
“ king),— -just as the word ‘ yupa * is applied to something to which the 
** sacrificial animal can he tethered. 

This ‘ Bajya ’—kingly function— -is found to be performed by people 
of all the four castes j and hence all of these are Bdjds, But inasmuch 
** as, in accordance with other laws and regulations, the word '‘Baja* is 
‘■‘found to have its ends fulfilled among the three higher castes only, 
“ the Qiidra becomes naturally precluded by the fact of his being devoid 
“of Yedic study, etc. There is, however, no such ground of precluding 
“any other caste; and hence we conclude that all the three higher 
“ castes are entitled to the performance of the B&jasuya. 

“ Ohjection : * As a matter of fact, the kingly functions have been 

“ specially laid down for the Kshattriya ; and hence it is only by an nnlaw- 
“ful assumption of others’ functions that the Brahmana and the Yaigya 
“ perform those functions ; and as such these latter cannot be rightly 
“ called iSayds.’ 

Reply : This argument does not touch our position; because by 
“ tbe mere fact of having performed the kingly functions, these two castes 
“ also acquire the title of ‘ Baja * ; and this (performing of the kingly f unc- 
“ tions) is all that is required by the Bdjasuya-Injunction. As to whether 
“ these functions are performed lawfully or unlawfully, that is a question 
“ affecting the character of the performing agents, and as such cannot 
“ have anything to do with the sacrifice (jBdjasuya). 

“ Ohjection (in the Bhasliya) : ‘ We find the word Bojd applied even to 
“ such Kshattriyas as do not perform the kingly functions of protecting the 
^‘'people, etc.* 

“ This argument has been brought forward here as forming the 
‘‘basis of the Siddhdnta ; and hence we proceed to refute it; but before 
“ doing that we must find out what it means. It means simply this ; ‘It 
“ has been said above, in connection with the words varhih, djyam and 
“ the like, that when even a single part of the word has been found to sig- 
“ nify the Glass^ we cannot assume any other signification for it (and so in 
“ the case in question also, when, even in the case of a single person, the 
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word Eaja has beeijfoiuidto mgm^y Kshatiriya-class, we cannot very 
“ well assume any otlier meaning for it) 2 

“ The reply to this is that in the case of the word ‘ Baja\ we find the 
“literal signification (that afforded by its constituent parts) to be more 
“ reasonable than any other (that is dependent upon mere popular con- 
“ vention)* This is what is meant by the Bhashya, when it says — p'uha- 
“ ranavagat^ yadigohdasamahMvyaJb^racca. 

“ Then, concludes the Bhashya — na harmontaTam mdhayisJiyaie, 

“ This means that the sentence woald not lay down the performance of the 
“ Av^shU apart from that of the Eojasfiya : (the wprd ‘ harmantaram ’ being 
“ taken indirectly in the sense pray ogantar am ) ; or it may mean that — if we 
“ admit of the same construction as that shown above, in the case of the 
“sentence 'yatU galim hhnnjUa dadhyupadricet \ then the same sentence 
“ could not serve to lay down both the connection of the Brdhmana, as 
“ well as the insertion of the Bdrhaspatya ; and in this case the word ‘ Icar- 
“ mantaram ' of the Bhashya would be taken directly in the sense of ‘ another 
“ Action \ and not indirectly as in the former case. 

“ The above reply to the objection has been given by admitting both 
“ significations of the word ( that accepted by the people of the Andhra 
“ country, who use the word ‘ Udjd * in the ^ense of Kshattriya, as well asthat 
*’ accepted by those of AryUvarta^ word tp the performer 

“ of Icinyly functions). But wo now proceed to show that there is no reason- 
“ able ground for applying the^ wor4 ‘ Raja ’ to a person devoid of kingly 
|||i3^cticnf . 

“ it will be readily admitted that that which is accepted by all men 
“ must set aside that which is not accepted by all of them (and there can 
“ be no doubt that all men apply the word ‘ raja ^ to real kings, while it is 
“ only the Andhra people that apply it also to one without the functions 
“ of a king, simply if he happens to be a Kshattriya), 

“ Another argument brought forward in the Bhashya is— That tvhich 
“ is admitted hy people without contradictmi is more authoritative than that 
“ which is decried, though accepted. But this is the same argument as the 
“ former, only expressed differently, for ^ decrying ' and ‘ non-decrying ’ are 
“nothing apart from ' non-acceptance ’ and ‘ acceptance ' respectively. Or, 

“ it may be that the former argument brought forward merely the existence, 

“ or otherwise, of the acceptance of the significations ; W'hile the latter 
“ speaks of their contradiction or pon-conti^adictiou. And as there is a 
“ clear difference between Ignorance and Mistaken Knowledge^ the two argp.^- 
“ meuts cannot be said to be mere repftitipns of each other* Saysr^he 
“ Bhashya”-ar2/awria?iiraswa^ . . ..rndecchehhyahsamicznataraacdro 
“ and here the mentiou of \^ry^yartanivdsindm^ only serves show, 
“ as before, the greater, aufhorjtativeuess of the one signifio4tion, in 
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“accordance witli tlie I— iii — rSj'wbile tlie clause ^ samictnatara 

“ acnro hJiavati ’ refers to tlie usage of the ivord. 

“ For tlie above reasons, we conclude that tbe sentence in question 
“ serves to mention tlie Brahmana^ etc., already mentioned in tlie former 
“ sentence as conditioning the insertion of the Bdrhaspatya, etc. Specially 
“ because, there can be no doubt as to the sentence ^yadi rajanya aindram * 

“ mentioning the Bajanya (Kshattrija), already mentioned in the previous 
“ sentence (for there can be no doubt as to -the KshaUriya being spoken of 
“ by means of the word * Baja ’), simply as conditioning the insertion of 
“the Aindra; and then the cases of the other two sentences — ^ yadi Brah^ 

“ manahf etc., and ‘ yadi Yai^yah^ etc. being exactly similar, the same 
“ must be admitted with regard to these also.’^ 

SIDDHAOTA. 

To the above we make the following reply : — 

The sentence in question serves to lay down the connection of the 
Brahmana, etc., with the Sacrifice ; because such connection has not been 
mentioned before, — the mere performing of kingly functions not sufficing 
to make one known as ‘ Boja.^ 

That is to say, the word ‘ BojH ’ denotes the Ksliattriya^ and cannot he 
taken in its literal sense. Because the literal meaning might consist 
either in the performing of the kingly functions, or, according to the signi- 
fication of the root ‘ rajj in Brightness or Effulgence ; and both of these are 
impossible; because we find tbe word having a well-known meaning 
apart from the literal ; and even though this meaning may he known in 
one part of the country only, yet it will always set aside the applica- 
bility of the literal meaning; and theix too, there is no one definite 
literal meani»»g that is recognivsed as. universally applicable ; as on the 
one hand, the word ‘ Baja ' is not found to he applied to such bright things 
as Fire and the like ; nor, on the other, to such representatives of the king 
as are not duly anointed, though performing quite well the kingly func- 
tions of protecting the people, and the like. 

Objection: “As for the Bepresentative of the king, inasmuch as he 

“ performs those functions by being appointed to it by another person, 
“the word ‘ Bojd^ is not applied to him ; just as the word ‘ sacrificer ^ 

“ (‘ yojamana') is not applied to the sacrificial Priests.’’ 

Beply : This is not right ; because we actually find the word 
*B(ijaf in many cases, applied to the Eulers over smaller snbsidiarv ^ 
estates, to which they have been anointed by the all-po w erf uT Emperor, 
to ,wh<»m they are subordinate. 

Question : “ Then, inasmuch as the word is found to be applied to 
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those that have been anointed to the functions of a king, it may be 
taken as expressing that ‘ anointment * (and not the ‘ Kshattriya ’ 
caste).” 

Answer: That would not be possible; because, the also 

is declared by the knowers of Law to belong to the Kshattriya orAj, just 
like tlie word ‘ Rnjd and hence that too could not belong to a non- 
Kshattriya, 

The word could be recognised as expressing Anointment, if this 
formed the independent and absolute cause of the application of the word 
(z.e., if the word were applied to anyone and everyone whom we would 
anoint) ; while, as a matter of fact, we find this Anointment restricted, 
by all Smrti laws, to the Kshattriya only ; and as such it is only at the 
time of its Injunction (by the sentence ^ Rnjanam ahhishincMa^) t^ut it 
becomes connected with the word ‘ Baja \ — just as the ‘ chopping * becomes 
connected with the word ‘grass.’ 

It is for this very reason that the word ‘ \ is not taken as signi- 

fying, like a compound word, both of these— the ‘ Ks/mtWt/a ’ caste and 
‘Anointment’-— conjointly (i.e., the word is not accepted in the sense of 
the ‘anointed Kshattriya’). Specially because the word could be so 
taken, only if it were always actually found to be applied to the Kshattriya 
and the Anointment conjointly, and never to the Kshattriya caste alone, — 
or if the ‘ Anointment ’ were laid for other castes also. As a matter of 
fact, however, , we find that the word is applied, in the very Injunction 
^ Bdi ammahhishincBta \ to the person to be purified by Anointment, long 
before tbe Anointment bas actually taken place. 

Hence we conclude that the word ‘JSoya’is generally accepted as 
denoting the caste ^ Kshattriya,* 

Korean it he urged that — ‘“the Injunction * BdjdnamahhishincUa^ 
serves to point out a name to he applied in the future (its meaning being 
that one should anoint that person who would, after that Anointment, he 
known as ‘ Bdja Because a name is always found to be used as already 
pertaining to the object named; and it is only when such application has 
been found to be impossible that, in certain cases, we admit of a 
being based upon future applicability. In tbe case in question, however, we 
find that one signification (the caste Kshattriya) is an established entity 
already ; and so we cannot rightly assume another signification (in the 
shape of the anointment), as the use of the word is found to be quite 
possible even without such an assumption. 

And even if the word be taken as signifying ‘ Anointment,’ people 
knowing the Law do not apply it to a non-Kshattriya ; while as for one who 
would so apply it, disregarding the Law on the point, such unlawful appli- 
cation could not be recognised as the basis of tbe word’s signification ; 
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just as if a GiZd^m happeii to the F«.Ve, that Fire does not come to be 
recognised as the/ J^^amn2?/a ’ (‘sacrificial *) Fire. 

And further, the Word, its Meaning, and the Belation between them, 
-—all three, being eternal, pertain to the natural state of things existing ; 
and as such thej do not base themselTes upon impermanent causes, gra- 
tuitously assumed by us for the occasion. For instance, in the case in ques- 
tion, the word ‘ B^a ’ being eternal, its signification too must be one that 
is permanent, because there can be no real relationship between the Per- 
manent and the Impermanent. This permanence is cognised as depend- 
ing either upon the nature of things or upon an expressed Yedic Injunc- 
tion. Then, as for Anointmmtyiti^ not found to be permanently in- 
herent in any person, like his caste ; and hence its permanence will have 
to be accepted as based on an Injunction ; but as a matter of fact, we 
do not find any Injunction laying down the applicability of the word 
\Baja \ to a non-Kshattriya ; and hence, after all, we come to the conclusion 
that it is the cas^e ^ KsTiattriya ’ only that is the invariable signification of 
the word \Baja ’ ; and hence that alone must be accepted as denoted by it. 

The above argument also serves to pi^eclude the possibility of the signi- 
fication of the word being based upon the performing of Jcingly 

functions ; because those functions also are found to be connected with the 
Kshattriya easier only after they have been laid down as pertaining to the 
just like the said Anointment. And, as a matter of fact, we have 
found the word ^Bnja^ applied to one who has neither been anointed^ nor 
performs the functions of the king, —SiXid not to such persons as have been 
anointed and perform those functions^ but are not Kshattriyas (this latter 
usage is met with among the JDravidas), 

Hence too we conclude that persons of all the three castes cannot be 
called ‘ a.* 

Further, all grammarians explain the word Eajanya ” as * Bdfnak 
apatyamf deriving it from the basic noun * Bdjan^ and yet the word 
^ Eajanya has no other meaning hut the Kshattriya caste. If the word 
^ Baja* were applicable to all the three castes, then the off-spring of the 
other two castes would also he spoken of as ‘ Bdjanya,* Because the word 
‘ Bdfanya * is applied by universal convention to the Kshattriya ; while if 
all the three castes were ‘ Bajds \ will you please explain to me why the 
word ' Bdjanya * should not be applied to the off-spring of the other castes ? 

Objection : “ If the word ‘ Bdjanya ’ denotes the Kshattriya only, what 
would be the use of the patrouymic affix P Because the word ‘ kshattriya^ 
“ denoting the castCy is equally applicable to the Father and the Son j and 
** hence in all cases the Bdjanya should always be spoken of as ^ Baja* 
“ Hiat is to say, just as the offspring of the crotv is called the ‘ crow,’ so 
“ the offspring of the Bdjd Avould he * Raja.^ ” 
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’ Reply : This does not quite affect our position ; because though as 
a matter of fact the word ‘ Raj any a ’ is synonymous with ‘ Raja^' yet it is 
only by way of showing its grammatical formation that it is explained as 
‘ Rojfiah apatyam and the said explanation is possible only when both 
refer to the same caste, as the offspring always belongs to the same caste 
as the Father. 

Objection : “ The word ‘ Rdjanya' would denote the Kshattriya caste, 
on account of the sutra * when the patronymic is affixed to ^ Raj an" it de- 
“ notes the class * {TUrtiha on Panini Sutra lY — i— 137), and not on accouiib 
“ of the word being explained as ‘ Rajnah apatyam and consequently the 
‘^denotation of the word ^ Raj any a' could not affect that of the word 
^^^Bnjar" 

Reply : It is not so; because inasmuch as the Yartika you quote does 
not mention any particular class, it might be taken as referring to the com- 
prehensive class ‘ Man'; and so, according to this YSrtika, the word ‘ Enj>- 
any a" would come to denote that class * Man ' (and not the ‘ Kshattriya '). 

Objection : ‘‘ As a matter of fact, we find the teachers of Law and 
“ Sacrifices laying down different duties for the R(ij^ and the Raj any a, 
“ which shows clearly that the Word ‘ RaJU ' is different from ‘ Rujanya" ” 

Reply : True, we meet with .^ch differentiated duties ; but that is in 
accordance with dhe maxim d.f the ‘ BrahmanaparivT^jafca that is to say, 
the word ‘ Raja ’ refers to tbd particular E.ajshiya who Has undergone 
ahoihtiheht (just as the "kdrd ‘ Pdrirndjaka * is applied to the particular 
BrShmana who has gone thrbfigli thb Htes of Renunciation). 

tt has been argued that— “ the word ‘ Rdjd " being found to be cap- 
“ able of having both significations, ix,, ih.e Kshattriya caste, and the perf or •• 
“ mer of kingly functions,— it is the latter that comes to be accepted, in the 
‘‘ present instance, as being more in keeping with the Context, etc.” 
And. it is this argument that we now proceed to refute, as follows : 

Both the words — ’ and ‘ Rdjya * — could not have their significa- 
tions wholly independent of the other ; because the fact is that when one 
of them has its signification fixed by convention, that of the other follows 
from it. . - 

To explain this further : when the word ^ Raja * has been known, by 
convention, as signifying the Kshattriya caste, then the signification of the 
word Rdjya '—explained as ‘ the function of the Raja ’ — comes to be based 
upon that of the word ^ Rdjd"; and so long as this is possible, it is not 
right to assume an indepeUdeht denotative potency for this latter word. 
As even without siich aii independent denotative potency, there would be 
nothing incompatible in the usage of the people of Aryavarta (who apply 
the word Rdjya to the ‘kingly functions of protecting the people’ 
and the like). If, conversely, it be" held that— “ tlio word ‘ Bajya • its(df 



lias its signification oi th.6 fwiction of protecting the people by con- 

vention, before that of the word ‘ BSja ’ is known, ’’—then too, the word 
‘ Baja ’ would, as based on the word ‘BSjya\ come to be applied to the 
! ^rformer of that function ; and it would not be necessary to assume any 

independent denotative potency in the word ‘ BsjS ’ ; and as such there 
would be nothing incongruous in the usage of the Dravi^as, who apply the 
word ‘ Baja ’ to the Kshattriyas, who are capable of the said functions of 
, protection, etc. Though the particular usage is peculiar to the Braviias, 

y®*' BhSshya attributes it to the Andhras, because these also, like the 
‘ Dravigtas, inhabit the southern part of India. 

For the above reasons, we conclude that the words ‘ Bdj'a ’ and ‘ Bdj- 
anya ’ cannot be regarded as both having their meanings fixed by con- 
vention, independently of each other, or as both having only such sense 
as is afforded by their constituent parts. 

And when it comes to the acceptance of one of the two words 
having its independent signification fixed by convention, it is distinctly 
more reasonable that it should be accepted with regard to the word ‘ BnjS 
ecause, as a rule, whenever there is a doubt caused by a disagreement 
between usages, a satisfactory conclusion is always arrived at by the help 
of the stronger authority of a properly compiled Smrti. ' 

That IS to say, Manu and other writers of Smrti declare that the 
^notioTtoi protecting the people, etc., which is expressed by the word 
‘Euyya,’ belongs to the KshaUriya ; Panini and others also expound the 
! word ‘ Bdjya ' as ‘the function of the Ea/S,’— wherein, they hold (vide Pa- 

: ^mi, Sutra V-i-124), that to the word ‘ BSja,’ which has its signification 

I independently fixed by convention, the affix ‘ shyah ’ is added (to make the 

\ word ‘ Bdjya ’). Other grammarians explain the grammatical formation 

r of this word (‘ Mjya ’) as with the affix ‘ yak,’ which is; an affix particu- 

I larly laid down for the word ‘ BajS. ’ which appears to be mentioned in the 

- group of words beginning with ‘ patyantupwrohita ' (Panini, Sutra I— v— 

i 128);^ and it isthus alone that we could have the presence of an accentuation 

i that is peculiar to the affix ‘ yak,’ and that of the udStta accentuation in 

j; the beginning of the word. For these reasons, we must take the BhSshya 

on the point as declaring that it is the formation of the word ‘ BSiya ’ 

I that should be evolved out of the .word ‘ BajS,’ and not that of the latter 

from the former. For if the formation of the word ‘ Bafa ’ were evolved 
out of the word ‘ Bdjya,’ then there should be certain definite gramma- 
I tical rules laying down either the elision of the letter ‘ ya ’ (in ‘ Bsiva’) 

i or the modification of the word ‘ Bdjya ’ into ‘ Baja.’ ' 

I , reasons, the construction must be explained as ‘ Bajnah. 

I fp!-" j*^® function of the Bdja is ‘Bajya’), and not as 

I hdjyarya harta Raja ’ (the performer.of the kingly fuuctioiis is ‘ liajn ’) 

I 104 

I 


826 


TAX'IKA-VAIITIKA. AM* II— PADA II — ADHI. ( 2 ). 


can tlie latter explanation be accepted on tbe mere ground of tbe 
apparent inconsistency (of tliC use of the word among the people of Arya* 
'varta) ; because such usage of the word ‘ Baj& * is known in another part 
oi the country. And even if the Apparent Inconsistency were rightly 
brought forward, the aforesaid Smrtis of Mann and others would dis- 
tinctly point to the fact of the functions of protecting the people, etc., 
belonging to the Kshattriya ; and as such it would be the Kshattriya that 
would come to be known as * Eaja,* 

Then again, as a matter' of fact, we find that the whole of the word 
‘ llnja^ is present in the word ‘ Eajya''\ and hence it is only right that 
the latter should be held to have its denotation governed by that of its con- 
stituent part (‘ Baja*) ; which, however, cannot be said of the word ‘ Baja ’ 
wherein we do not find the whole word * Bajya ’ entering into its constitu- 
tion. 

Ohjeotion : “ True ; in this way the word ‘ Bajya * does come to have 
its denotation fixed by that of its constituent part * Baja, * But in that 
“ case, the word * Baja * could never be applied to a non- Kshattriya who may 
perform the functions of the king ; and hence it cannot be denied that 
“ there would be an incompatibility of the usage common among the people 
of Arydvarta; as the said explanation of the word ‘ Bdjd ’ would at once 
mark down as incongruous such uses of the word as ‘ na Qud/ra-rdjye 
“ nivQset * (one should not live in a country where a Cudra is the 

.,r;i Befly\ Yogdt loka^ prayunkte : that is to say, the word * Bajya * is 
explained as formed by its connection with the ‘ Bdjdj and then the pres- 
ence of the Bajya (kingly functions) in the Brahmana, etc., makes the 
word ‘ Bdjd * indirectly applicable to these latter castes also. 

Question : “ In that case, you admit the fact of the word ‘ Bajd ' 
being taken as formed by its connection with ‘ Bajya * (kingly func- 
tions)/’ 

Answer : That does not touch our position ; because we hold the word 
' Baja ’ to be only indirectly (or figuratively) applicable to the Brdhmana, 
etc. It would be only if we made the word directly applicable to these, 
that the Adhiharana would be wholly reversed. While as for the indirect 
application, inasmuch as it is always set aside by the direct application, 
even if it were admitted, it could not set aside the Siddhanta. Hence it 
must be admitted that the word * Bdjd ’ is applied to the Brdhmana^ etc., 
only in consideration of the fact of these latter being the proxy of the 
Kshattriya^ in the performance of his legitimate functions (of pi*otecting 
the people). 

This is what is meant by the Bhdshya when it says — tvevam smaranti 
Bajyoyogdt Bdjmii^ which must be taken to mean that usage being much 
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less authoritative than Smrti {vide Adh. I, Pada iii), the said usage 
must be explamed as being figurative or indirect. 

It has_ been urged above that-» as the word ‘ ’ gives us 

u idea of Its basic noun ‘ Udamegha,’ so the word ‘ JJa/ya’ could afford 
an Idea of its basic word ‘ But this Indirect Inference is set 

aside by the Direct Perception of the usage oomm on among the Bravidas. 
XV . O/ were to be spoken of as ‘ Ew/d, ’ 

^en, in that case, it would be necessary for us to «»/er the existence, ^rs%, 
ot the said relationship of Action and its Performer, and, secondly, of certain 
grammatical rules definitely laying down the presence of that relation- 
sup in the case in question. And certainly very much more authorita- 
tive than any such inferred grammatical rule, is the already existing rule 
that lays down the formation of the word ‘ Bojya ’ as ‘ Mjnak karma ’ (the 
functions of the Rajn'). 

opponent argues thus: “ Yo ye mj yam Icaroti, etc., etc. 
ihat IS to say, the relationship of the Bemter and the Benoted is always 
^ ascerta.ined by invariable concomitance or non-concomitance ; and 
there is no doubt that the word ‘Ed/a’ is always concomitant with 
^‘ the presence of the peiformance of kingly functions (and as such the 
word ‘Baja ’ is taken as denoting the performer of kingly functions) 

^ while the^ word ‘ Bajya’ is not found to be always concomitant with 
“ the of the Bitj'S. (and as such this latter word cannot be taken 

as denoting these functions). Then as for the grammatical rules brought 
forward above, all that such rules do is to differentiate between the 
^ correctly-formed and the incorrectly-formed words; and as such, they 
“ can have ^nothing to do with the case in question ; because both the 
“ words ‘Baja' and ‘ Bajya ’ are equally correctly formed ; and hence the 
brmging forward of grammatical rules is altog^ether improper.” • 

^ To the above we make the following reply; It is true that such 
IS the common usage, and the grammatical rules have nothing to do as 
to what word has its denotations governed by the presence of which other 
word ; though it is so, yet, it is by the explanation of the correct or the 
incorrect formation of words that the fact of certain words governing the 
denotation of other words is pointed out; as for instance, in the case in 
question, the formation of the word.' E^iyu’ being explained as ‘Bajnah 
karma (king’s functions), it is clearly pointed out (by this formation of 
the word) that the denotation of the word is fixed by that of the word 
^ Baja, 

,. . greater anthoritativeness of the grammatical smrtis 

dmtmctly points to the fact that it is the word ‘ BSjS.' (and not 
Eajya ) that has an independent denotation of its own (fired solely by 
convention). And as for the particular usage that you have brought 
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forward in support of your contention, we find tfiat it is not obseiwed 
among tfie Praw<?as. Aocording to us, on tlie otlier band, no special 
importance is attacbed to usage; and as snob tbe fact of our tbeory not 
being in keeping witb tbe usage of does not in any way tar- 

nisb it. But, as a matter of fact, even in Aryavarla we do find tbe 
presence of kingly functions wbenever tbe word ‘ Baja'* is used ; and tbus 
there can be nothing incongruous in our tbeory ; as all tbat it does is to 
explain wbat is used, and leave off tbe explanation of tbe fact of tbe 
word not being used (by tbe people of Arymarta) witb reference to tbose 
Kshittnyas tbat are devoid of kingly functions. 

And further, in all cases, a qualificaMon is such as is peculiar 
to tbe object in question; and hence the word ■ JKo/ya ’ refers only to 
such functions as belong to tbe ^Eaj^ ’ alone, and not to such other actions 
as thinking and tbe rest. Tbat is to say, protection of the people is tbe 
distinctive function of tbe King; and hence it is this that is spoken 
of as ^ Bdjy a"*; and as for such actions as those of thinking^ winking and 
tbe like, inasmuch as these are found to exist in kings as well as in other 
men, they do not serve to distinguish the king, and as such, are not 
spoken of as ‘ Bdjya,* 

Tbus then, even though tbe fact of tbe word ‘ Baja * denoting tbe 
Kshattriya may not be countenanced by tbe usage of all men, yet, in 
accordance witb tbe Sutra 9, we cannot but admit it (to be more 

authoritative and acceptable). And it has been shown above, under 
Sutra 1 — iii — 10, that in matters of merely verbal usage, which pertains 
to ordinary perceptible things, a certain autboritativeness attaches also 
to tbe inhabitants of countries lying on tbe frontiers of Aryavarta, 

Tbus then, tbe BajasHya sacrifice being concluded as being for 
tbe Kshattriya only, tbe sentences in question must be taken as laying 
down tbe BrUhmana, etc., as performers of tbe (wbicb is an 

Action distinct from tbe Rfljasuya). 

And bence tbe particular Besult — obtaining of Food (mentioned in 
tbe sentence * Stay a annddyahdmam^ etc *) — wonld follow from tbe perform* 
ance of tbe Aveshti, apart from tbe BnjasUya, Because tbe performance 
of tbe AvSshti in tbe midst of tbe RojasUya will bave been completed 
by tbe obtaining of tbe Kingdom of Heaven (tbe specific Eesult of the 
RajasUya ) ; while its performance apart from tbat wonld be in need 
of tbe mention of a Result for itself (as tbat of tbe RajasUya can no 
longer appertain to it) ; and consequently tbe Eesult (Food) subsequently 
mentioned would naturally attach itself to this latter performance. 

Objection: ‘‘The obtaining of food must be accepted as tbe Eesult 
following from tbe AvSshti in all oases; because it is mentioned directly 
“ in connection witb this Sacrifice, — in the sentence ^etayci annadyaM- 
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mam, etc/ ; wliile tlie Besult spoken of in connection witk tke MUjasuyU 
“could apply to the Aveshti only indirectly imd. there can be no doubt 
“that what is mentioned directly would set aside that which is only 
“ indirectly pointed out.” 

: It is not so; because there is no contradiction between the 
two Besults. That is to say, if the two Besults were found to be mu- 
tually incompatible, then it would be necessary to admit the fact of one 
setting aside the other ; as the accepting of both would necessitate 
the assumption, either of the fact of the two as optional alternatives, 
or of the repetition of the Action in question (for the bringing about 
of the two results) [and such assumptions have been often shown to be 
extremely objectionable]. When, however, the two Results are capable' 
of being reconciled by means of the limiting of their scope, there is 
no need of any such objectionable assumptions. As a matter of fact, 
there is nothing incompatible in the fact of a single Action of the 
bringing about many results; because distinct results might 
very well follow from its distinct performances. As for Eepetition, 
it will be shown later on, that it is objectionable only when the Results 
are spoken of as following conjointly (from the same Action). Specially in 
the case of the Av&shti^ a repetition is inevitable, as it has been laid down 
in connection with the Rrd-Ama«a, etc., on the one hand, while, on the 
other, it is also included in the Bajasuya (w'hich cannot be performed 
by the Brahmana)* 

If the sentence ^Btaya annadyahSmaTn^ etc.,’ were the originative 
Injunction of the AvBsht^ then it could reject the applicability to the 
Aveshti of the subsequent BdjasuyorlnjxmGiion, As a matter of fact, how- 
ever, we find that both these sentences — ^Staya^ etc.’ and the Bajasuya Injunc- 
tion — mention results in connection with the Action of the AvBshti^ which 
is originatively laid down in the sentence ‘ dgneydshtohapalo, etc.’ ; and 
as they do not mention the two results as appearing at one and the 
same time, we do not perceive any difference between the authoritative char- 
acter of the two sentences (and hence the one cannot set aside the other) ; 
because just as the BaJa5ri2^a»Injunction is found to mention a result 
in reference to the Actions mentioned in close proximity to something else, 
so also is the sentence * etaySt, etc/ ; specially as neither of them makes 
mention of the AvBshti^ by name. Because the word '‘Bajasuya^ is not 
a generic name (applying to many sacrifices), like the word ^ Paurna- 
mdsl as what it denotes is the AvBshU as a part of the sacrifice as accom* 
panted hy the complete group of sacrifices mentioned in connection with it 
(while the word ‘ PaurnamasV applies to each of the sacrifices composing 
it; and hence the word ^ Rajasuyena^ cannot be taken as denoting the 
Aveshti). And so, on this ground too, none of the two is found to be 
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weaker than the other. The onlj difference "between the two is that 
while the one (E^/as^a-Injnnction) mentions many sacrifices, the 
other (‘ etc.*) mentions only a few ; and certainly this does not make 
any very great difference (in the anthoritativeness of the two sentences). 

Objection : Inasmuch as the pronoun ^ etaya^ points directly 
to the mentioned in the Context, there is a distinct difference 

^‘between this and the Rajmtlya Injunction which refers to it only 
indirectly.” 

Bejply : This would hare been quite true, if the pronoun ^ elat * 
(in ^ Btayd') were connected with the Result, or if it pointed to some- 
thing, to he s]poken ofy as we find in the case of the sentence * atha 
Bsha jyotih" As a matter of fact, howeTer, we find that even in the 
sentence ‘ etaya, etc.,* it is on account of the proximity of the root ^yaji^ 
to the Injunctive Affix (in ^ydjayBta^) that the Result-food — is men- 
tioned in connection with the Aveshti^ which is indicated by that root 
(jyaji *) ; and this indication of the AvBshti is found to be done also by the 
root ^yaji^ occurring in the JB^'o^wya-Injunction ; and so even this does 
not make any difference in the authoritative character of the two Results* 
Then again, even though the pronoun ^ etayd * refers to the AvBshti laid 
down in the Context, yet it could not refer precisely to the AvBshti^ 
without the help of the sentence ^ agnMyoshtUlca^alafy^ etc.’ ; and with the 
help of this sentence, the B<?/a«%a-Inj unction also would refer to the 
AvBshti equally well ; and thus also, both must be admitted to be equally 
authoritative. 

Objection ; “ There is a distinct difference between the two, on 

the ground that the sentence * Stayd, etc.’, occurs in the particular sub- 
‘‘ context (of the Aveshfi), while the Edjasuya Injunction is a general 
“'statement (and as such takes in the Aveshti also, among many other 
‘‘ sacrifices that go to form the EuyWwya).” 

Reply: But this is just the same as what we have pointed out 
before— that the only difference lies in the fact of the one referring 
to many more sacrifices than the other; but at the time of the actual 
referring to the AvBshfi in particular, both are equally authoritative. 

Further, if there were an absolute non-difference between the Aveshti 
of the BUjasUya^ and the AvBshti performed by the Brdhmana, etc. (which 
latter is the one referred to by the sentence *Btayd, etc.’)— then what you 
say might have been all right then alone could the mention of the 
two Results be said to be incompatible). As it is, however, we have 
just shown that the two AvBshpis are wholly distinct. And thus the 
very fields of the two results — Kingdom of Heaven and acquiring of Food 
— being distinct, there is no contradiction between them. 

But though the two AvBshtis may be different, yet, the mention of 
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only sucli details as tlie inserting of the Barliasjpatya, etc., distinctly 
indicates that the origin of this AvBshti also is the same Aveshti that 
has been previously mentioned in the Context. 

Then as for the Bojasuya*^ (spoken of in the sentence ^ yadi 
rajanyahi etc.’), — inasmuch as his activity also (towards the performing 
of this distinct Aveshfl) would be equally possible, specially as the word 
mentioning the result of the distinct Aveshti (i.e.y ^Food') is equally 
connected with the sentence ^yadi raj any ah^ etc.’, — by him also, this 
AvBshti would be performed, either as a distinct sacrifice by itself, or as 
a repetition (of the AvBshti that he may have performed along with the 
BdjasUya). 

And for the Rajanya also, the mention of the inserting of the Aindra 
in the middle would be possible, only if the Aveshti were performed by 
him, independently by itself, as a single sacrifice made up of the various 
minor offerings of the Cake to Agni, to Indra, to Brhaspati, etc, (as thus 
alone could the Aindra— offering to Indra — be offered as the middle 
offering) ; whereas when the Aveshti is performed in course of the 
Bajasuya, inasmuch as the sacrificial gifts (of each of the offerings 
that go to form the Aveshti) are different (from each other, as also from 
that of the Edjasuya)^ each of these offerings (Ishtis) to Agni, Indra, etc., 
would be performed independently by itself; and as such (all of them 
not constituting a single performance), the mention of putting any one of 
these ‘ in the middle * would be wholly irrelevant (as there being no 
single performance made up of these performances of the several Ishtis^ 
of what would this be the ‘ middle ’ ? ). 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that the sentences in ques- 
tion serve to lay down the connection of the Brdhmana, etc., not men« 
tioned before. 




ADHIKABANA (3). 

l^The Adlianct is an object of Injunction. 'I 

Satra (4) ; The laying of fire forms an object of Injunction, 
because it does not form an integral part of all sacrifices. 

In coniiectioinvith the sentence ‘ vasantBBr&hmano^gmnMadhUa,* there 
is a doubt, as in the previous instance, as to whether the adh&na (Laying 
of Fire) has been previously mentioned elsewhere, or not. If it be found, 
in some way or other, to have been mentioned, then even in the absence 
of the conditional * if ’, the sentence would be taken as laying down the 
condition (for the particular season to be chosen) ; and in that case, 
the construction of the sentence in question being, — “ yad Brahmana adadhUa 
tad vasante — ^the ‘ vasanta * and the ‘ Brahmana ' would come to restrict 
one another the Spring would be the time for the BrUhmana^ and 
the Brahmana would be the performer in the Spring time). While, on 
the other hand, if the Laying of Fire be not found to have been previ- 
ously mentioned, then the sentence in question would become the Injunc- 
tion of the Laying as performed by the Brahmana at the time of the Spring ; 
and the following would be the advantages of this latter interpretation : — 
(1) In the three sentences — {a) ^ vasantB Brdhmano* gnlnUdadhita, (h) grl- 
shmB BUjanyahy (c) garadi —inasmuch as the Laying mentioned in 

the first sentence would be wholly taken up by the accessories (Brahmana 
and Vasanta) mentioned in the same sentence, the Accessories mentioned in 
the other two sentences would point to distinct actions (of Laying) ; and as 
such there would be three Layings of Fire ; (2) the presence of the Atmane^ 
pada affix in ^Sdadhita^ would point to the necessity of the sacrificer him- 
self laying his own Fire; (3) the (fudra would become precluded (from 
sacrifices, as only the three Layings of Fire are laid down, and without the 
laying of Fire, no sacrifice could be performed). If, on the other hand, 
the sentences be taken, not as Injunctions of the Laying^ but as simply laying 
down conditions, then we would have the reverse of all these three advan- 
■tages,.' 

What is said in regai'd to the sentences in question would also 
apply to such other passages as — ‘ vasantB Brahmanamupanaytta grtsh- 
me UBjanyam^ garadi vaigyam^ \ as the condition of these sentences is 
exactly like that of those dealt with in this Adhikarana, 
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The Adhikarana may be briefly summed up thus : — 

THE PtJRYAPAKSHA. 

• “ The Laying o/ PiVe having been implied by an Injunction of a sacri- 
^^ fice in general (as ^ svargakdmo yayBta), or laid down by a general Injnnc- 
^* tion (such as‘ Ya evamvidvdnagninddhattB,etcJ)f— its mention over again 
“ in the sentences in question must be taken as mentioning the various 
castes as conditions for the paifjicular times of the Laying. 

“ That is to say, in the first instance the first argument in our favour 
‘'is that, inasmuch as the Injunctions of such actions as the Agnihotra 
and the like- would not be possible without the sacrificial Fire made 
“ ready by the proper method of Laying it, this Laying of the Fire must be 
taken as implied by those very Injunctions; and hence the mention, in 
“the sentences in question, of the same Laying must be taken as serv- 
“ ing the purpose of laying down the Brahmana^ etc., by way of specifying 
“ certain conditions. . If, however, it be argued, that, on account of these 
“ Injunctions having other direct objects of Injunction, they cannot 
rightly serve the purpose of indirectly implying any such action as the 
“said Xa 2 /mg^,— then, in that case, we would bring forward another 
“ independent Injunction of the Laying itself, — in the shape of the sen- 
“fence ^ ya evamvidvdn MgmnddhattB, etc.,’ — an Injunction which is 
“wholly distinct from the previous Injunction, which has its injunctive 
“ potency taken up by the laying down of the Accessory details. And 
thus then, the Laying of Fire having been already laid down in this In- 
“ junction, the sentences in question could not be taken as enjoining the 
8a,me Laying of Fire*'^ 

SIDPHiNTA. 

The argument of the Siddhdnta may he thus summed up : So long 
UvS we have a direct Injunction, we cannot very well admit of an implied 
or inferred one ; and hence either the mention of the purpose to be served, 
or that of the existing state of things, can never serve as Injunctions. 

That is to say, the mere mention of the purpose to be served by the 
Laying of Fire (in the shape of the accomplishment of the sacrificial, 
Ahavaniya^ Fire for the Agnihotra, etc.) cannot be taken as necessarily 
pointing to the injunction of the said Laying ; as the necessary Fire could 
bo obtained by merely begging it of another Agnihotra-performer, speci- 
ally as in the case of the injunction of the Laying of Fire being implied by 
those of Agnihotra.^ etc., there is no AtmanBpada restricting the Fire to that 
%vhich is prepared by the sacrificer himself. When, however, the neces- 
sary Injunction is found to be directly asserted (by a Yedic text), there is 
no Inconsistency which could load us to assume an unheard-of text (as 
105 
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containing tlie required injunction),* — the only ground for assuming such 
texts being some sort of an Apparent Inconsistency. Then, as for the men- 
tion of the existing state of things, — in tlie sentence ‘.i/a Bvamvidvanagnm^- 
dhatte^ etc.’, — so long as we find a direct Injunction of the o/ Kre, in 

the shape of the sentences in question — ^vUsantB BrShmand^gmnBdadhUa,^ 
etc., etc. — any mere description of the existing state of things can ncTer 
acquire an Injunctive potency (to the same effect) ; specially as this latter 
has got to serve a distinct purpose of laying down all such details as the 
fetching of the water, etc., mentioned in the original direct Injunction. 

For these reasons, it must be admitted tliat the sentences in question 
serve to lay down the hitherto unmentioned Laying of Fire as performed 
by the Brahmana, etc. 

[We now proceed to explain tlie words of the Bhashya putting forth 
the aforseaid Purvapaksha and Siddhanta.] 

THE PtTBVAPAKSHA-BHASHYA. 

“ The sentences in guestion serve to mention the BrBhmana, etc.^ as condi^ 
“ Uons for the gtreviously mentioned Laying of Fire^ ‘ Why so ? ’ Because the 
words are similar to conditional phrases, 

“ Question: * On what is the similarity based ^ That is to say, when 
“ there are no such conditional words as ‘ yadi ’ and the like, liow can the 
“ sentence be said to be similar to conditional clauses ? ’ 

Answer ; The ground of similarity is the utterance of the words Brdh^ 
mana, along with the words Vasanta, etc,. That is to say, the injunc- 
tive potency of the sentence having been used up in laying down the 
“ relationship between other words (i.e., BrUhmana^ etc,, and Yasiinta, etc,)^ 
“the sentence could not serve to enjoin the Laying of Fire, and as such 
“ it could only be taken as laying down certain conditions — (in the shape 
“ of the said relationship between the Brdhmana and Vasanta), 

“ Objection : ‘ But we find the icord Brdhmana uttered, in the sentence, 
“ along with the verb TO LAY also, - That is to say, the sentence could be 
“ taken as laying down the Laying of Fire as qualified by Vasanta," 

“ Beply : As a matter of fact, however, the relationship of the Brdh- 
mana with the Laying of the Fire is not unknown. That is to say, in as- 
“ much as the relationship between the Brdhmana and the Laying of Fire 
“ is already known, it could not form the object of any fresh Injunction. 

“ Question: ‘ Being mentioned by what is this relationship Jcnoion ? ’ 

“ Answer : It has been mentioned by the texts speaking of certain desir- 
“ able results to be obtained. The stray reply is given with a view that m 
“ the position is not capable of being shaken, there is no need yet of bring- 
“ ing forward the strongest authority available in tlie shape of the text 
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y a evam^ etc,^), that directly lays down the Laying of Fire, (And this is 
kept in store for future emergencies.) 

Objector : ‘ What are the texts ’speahing of desirable results in the 

matter of such an Injunction ? ’ 

“ Reply : The texts laying down the results following from the Agniho-- 
tra^ e/c., are such texts. Though what the objector meant was an angry 
denial of the capability of such texts to lay down the Laying of Fire, yet 
“ the reply that is given is with the view that the objector is ignorant of 
“ the forms of the texts themselves. 

Question: ‘How can these texts, that are actually found to lay 
“ down something else, be said to enjoin the Laying of Fire ? * 

“ In reply to this, the Bhashija brings forward an Apparent Incon- 
“ sistency : In accordance with the Sutra VII — iii — 28, we find that the 
“ actions mentioned in these texts include within themselves the sacrificial 
Fire also ; and inasmuch as the sacrificial Fire could not be brought 
“ about by any other means save that of Laying, the Injunction of the 
“ Action naturally includes that of tlie Laying of Fire also. 

“ Then again, if the sentence were taken as laying dow 7 i the relationship 
“ of the Brdhmana with both the Vasanta and the Laying of Fire, then there 
“ would he a syntactical split That is to say, we can admit of the injunc^ 
“tion of a qualified object, only when all other ways of Injunction are 
“ found to be impossible ; in the case in question, however, we find that 
“ the simple method of Injunction is quite possible ; and as such we can- 
“ not admit of a qualified Injunction.^* 

THE SIDDHIHTA-BHASHYA. 

To the above arguments we make the following reply : As in the 
previous Adhikarana, so here also, the sentences in question serve to lay 
down the Laying of Fire, Because such Laying is not subsidiary to the 
•actions. That is to say, if the Laying of Fire were subsidiary to the 
Actions, then there could be a question as to whether it is implied hy 
these or not. As a matter of fact, however, we find that, in accordance 
with law laid down under Sutra YII — iii— 29, the Actions end with the 
inclusion of the Ahavaniya and other sacrificial Fires ; and there is no 
reason to show that the Laying of Fire is a subsidiary part of them. 

Though in Sutra III— vi— 15, the Laying of Fire is spoken of as help- 
ing all actions, yet, this will be explained as merely referring to the fact of 
the Laying helping the Fire, which helps to accomplish ail Actions. 

“ Question : ‘ But what, if it he so (i,e,, even if the Laying be not a 

“ part of the Actions, how does that alEect the present question) ? The 
“sense of this is that even the Action could also imply, through 
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•would produce tlie sacrifioial Fires by tbe orthodox method of Laying ; and 
then other people would obtain it from him by the other means of begging^ 
etc. Just as we find the potter making jar after jar, and selling it and 
giving it away, — ^so in the same manner, any one person would go on pro- 
ducing the Fires by the orthodox method, and then selling them or giving 
them away to other persons. Thus then, as the Laying of the Fire would 
have been laid down by such texts as * Agnihotram fuhuyat smrgaMmahf 
in one case (of the first man who would produce the Fires by tbe ortbo- 
dox method), while in other cases (of other people), it would not have been 
laid down by those texts. And as such there is distinct room for the lay- 
ing down of the Laying of Fire (at least for the sake of those persona who 
could not obtain it by other means). Though we shall show later on 
that even in the other case, it was not possible for the Laying to have been 
laid down by those other texts. 

If, on the other hand, the sentence in question he taken as the direct 
Injunction of Laying^ then it at once sets aside the possibility of all other 
means of obtaining the Fire j specially as, in that case, the Atmanepada 
affix in ^ Madhifa^ distinctly shows that the result of the Laying 
would accrue to him alone who actually does the Lat/wgf ; consequently 
the accomplishment of the Sacrificial Fires, which is the result of the Lay- 
zng^ would not belong to one who does not himself perform the Laying 
for whom the Fire, even if obtained from one who has duly laid it, would 
be as non- sacrificial BB ever. While if the Injunction of the Laying be 
taken to be implied in the texts speaking of certain results as following 
from the AgniJiotr a, Qto,, — then, inasmuch as such an inferred Injunctive 
sentence would contain neither the Farasmaipada nor the Atmanepada 
affix, the result of the Laying would accrue equally to one who has aud‘ 
who has not performed it ; and hence, there would he nothing to set aside 
the emyloying of the other means — begging, etc. — of obtaining the Sacri- 
ficial Fires, And hence it would be absolutely necessary for the Laying 
to be directly enjoined. 

And further^ so long as we have direct declarations of the Laying of Fire, 
— in the shape of tliesmtences in question, — no other texts can he taken to mere- 
ly imply such an Injunction. That is to say, such texts cannot be accepted^ 
as enjoining the Laying even for the first person who could seek to pre- 
pare the Sacrificial Fire. It has been explained above that all Bestric- 
tive Injunctions serve to lay down something not mentioned before ; 
because so long as there is a direct Injunction, there can be no assumption 
of an implied one. And as a matter of fact, we have direct Declarations 
of the Laying of Fire ; and hence it is not possible for any to be merely 
indirectly assumed or inferred. If there were- no such direct declara- 
tions, then, in that case, inasmuch as without a properly laid Fire, the 
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performance of the Agnihotra and the rest would be impossible, the Iti junc® 
tion of these sacrifices would become meaningless ; and hence in that case 
these Injunctions would, for their own sake, imply the Injunction of tlie 
due Laying of Fire. But when we have such direct declarations, there can 
be no assumption of these ; as it is not right to assume that which is 
not mentioned in the Veda ; specially when it is so that the other 
texts also, that speak of certain results following from certain sacrifices, 
lay down actions that are to be performed only by those for whom the sen- 
tences in question lay down the Zlay^n^ o/ Kre. 

With a view to set aside all the arguments that have been hurled 
against him, the Furva^aksM retorts : ‘‘ There is a direct Injunction of 

“ Laying, other than the sentences in question, the existence whereof 
makes these latter merely denotative of certain conditions j — and that 
‘‘ Injunction we have in the sentence ‘ ya Evam vidvanagnln^dJiatiB, etc.* ** 

The reply to this is that this text that you have brought forward only 
serves the 'purpose of laying down the ^preparatory details of the Laying, 

The opponent thinks that the preparatory details are laid down 
elsewhere in the Context by means of a sentence which is distinct from 
the sentence * ya evam, etc, * ; and with this in view he replies by saying — 
“ The sentence that I have brought forward is the one that serves as the 
“ originative Injunction of Laying ; because this sentence, speaking as it 
“ does of the Laying of Fire, cannot be taken as serving the same purpose 
as the sentences speaking of the fetching of water and the other prepara- 
“tory details.’^ 

Bteply : The difEerence in the purposes served by the two sentences — 
* ya Svam vidvan, etc,* and that mentioning the Fetching of Water, etc , — • 
would have syntactically separated them, only if the former actually laid 
down the Laying of Fire. This Laying, however, we find to be laid down 
in the sentence ‘ Brdhmano vasantB, etc,* ; and as such the mention of it 
again in the sentence ‘ ya evam, etc,* is only for the purpose of laying down 
the preparatory details. 

Question : But how is it ascertained which of the two sentences — 
* vasantB, etc* and ‘ ya Bvam, etc.* — is the real originative Injunction of 
“ the Laying ?” 

Answer : In the sentence ‘ vasante, etc,*, we find the Injunction directly 
expressed (by the word ‘ ddadhita *), while in the case of the other sentence 
— ‘ ya Bvam, etc* — it wonld be got at, very indirectly, from ont of the 
ArthavMa therein contained — ^ya Bvam .... sapatnam hhratrvyam avartim 
sahatB.* 

That is to say, if both sentences were equally injunctive (of Laying), 
then the object of both being the same, there could have been some rival" 
ry between them, as to which one should be accepted as the true 
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Injunction. As it is, however, one sentence — *vasani§f etc.’’ — is injunctive, 
while the other— Bvam, etcJ — is onlj eulogistic. And certainly a mere 
eulogistic seutence cannot set aside the Injunctiveness of the sentence 
‘ vasantS, etc.,’ hecanse an eulogy is a helper (and not an obstructor) of 
Injunctions. If, on the other hand, the sentence ‘ ya evam. etc.’ had the 
character of the Injunction, then, inasmuch as the enjoining of what has 
already been enjoined once would be most improbable, our theory might 
have been thwarted. As a matter of fact, however, the case is that the 
Hop'reS- having been enjoined by means of the Injunctive afSx (in ’ ada- 
dUta'), the other sentence— ‘ ya emm, etc.’ — speaks of it only for the 
purpose of eulogising the preparatory details connected with it ; and as 
such it can have no injunctive character. Then again, the injunction 
of the Root-meaning (‘ dhS ’ in ‘SdadhUa’) by means of the Injunctive 
affix, occurring in the same word, is got at by direct denotation (while it is 
only indirectly, through syntactical connection, that an eulogistic sentence 
could point to such an Injunction, which, in this case, can, at best, be 
only an assumed or inferred one ; and certainly an indirectly assumed In- 
junction has its injnnctiveness very much farther removed than that of 
one expressed directly. 

Objection: “That ‘the BrShmana should lay the fire' is also a sen- 
tence. That is to say, in this sentence also, it is only by syntactical con- 
“motion that the Injunction (contained in the word ‘SdadhUa’ is con- 
nected with the BroAmaraa, etc.” 

Reply So long as the Hayfny itself is directly enjoined (by 
the Injunctive affix in ‘ SdadhUa it does not matter whether all the 
rest— the connection of the BrShmana— is implied by syntactical con- 
nection. In the case of the other sentence, on the other hand, there is no 

eulogy expressed in the same word (that speaks of the Laying ‘ Sd- 

hatte’)-, and it is got at only when that word is joined on to the words 
‘sapatnambhrStrvyamavariimsahate’i and thus in this case, the Laying 

too IS connected with the eulogy, only by means of syntactical connec- 

tion, ■ ^ ■ ■ ■ ■ . ■ 

In the case of the sentence ‘ vasantg, etc.,’ we can avoid the syntac- 
tical split, by taking it as the injunction of the Laying of Fire as qualified 
by a particular performer and a particular time. And thus there can be 
no doubt as to the injnnctiveness of the sentences in question. 
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l^The BdihshSiyanai etc^, are accessories J] 

Sutra (5) : The Dakshayana, etc., are enjoined as distinct 

** actions ; (1) because of the particular names attached to 

“ them ” 

[In connection with Darga-Purnamasa^ we find the. sentence, ‘ BaJc^ 
shayana-yajnena yajeta ^rajahamahi saJcamprasiho^yena yajeta paguJcUmah^ 
sankramayagena yajeta annadyahamah' And in connection with this 
there arises a doubt as to whether these sentences simply lay down certain 
accessories for the Barga-Purnamasa as bringing about certain definite 
results, or they lay down distinct sacrifices, independent of the Barga- 
Purnamdsai] 

PUEVAPAKSHA. 

“ In connection with the sentence ‘ dadhnmrlriyakcimasya juhuyat, ^ 
** it has been shown above (II — ii — 25, 26) that this sentence lays down 
** a certain result following from; a certain accessory of the same sacrifice, 
“ And this is quite proper j because in that case the Badhi is not mentioned 
as co-extensive with the Moma *, and as such it could not be taken as 
‘5 a name of the Hbma, that would, on account of this name, be taken as 
“ different from the previous 'Soma, In the case in question, on the other 
“ hand, we find that the name ‘ Baks'hdyana * is mentioned as co- extensive 
“ (identical) with the Sacrifice^ and has not been applied to the pre- 
“ vious sacrifice (the Barga-Purnamasa) j consequently, in this case, there 
“ can be nothing incongruous in the fact of the 'word ^ Bnhshdyma * pointing 
“to a distinct sacrifice, qualified by that name. 'Ror is there any such 
“substance as ^Dakshayana" known to exist, as we do find those like 
“ the Badhi, Consequently, on account of the reasons shown under II — i 
“ — 1, we conclude that, inasmuch as the sentence lays down a sacrifice 
“ with reference to a definite result, that sacrifice is wholly distinct from 
“ the previous Barga-Purnamdsafi 


Sutra (6) : ** (2) Because the Injunction of the Action does not 
pertain to the Accessory.’* 

“ That is to say, the Injunctive potency of the sentence in ques- 
“ tioii has not been removed away from the Action, so that it could 
“ go over to the Accessoiy,*’ 



l ) dhsMyam ^ w ^ c ,^ ahe accessgeies. 
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Siitra (^)\ *‘ (3) Because the sentence is quite complete with the 
mention of the Result.” 

“ Inasmuch as the Result can never form the object of In- 
junction, the sentence cannot be said to lay down the Result with 
‘^reference to the Sacrifice, — in the same way as the Corn is taken as laid 
down, in the sentence * vnhibhiryajBta ' ; and as such the sentence 
“ must be taken as enjoining an Action (as no third object of Injunction 
is possible in the sentence) ; and (inasmuch as no Action that has already 
“been enjoined once could form the object of another Injunction) 
“ it must be admitted that the Action herein enjoined is distinct 
“from all — Barga^Purnamasa^ etc, — that have been enjoined before.*^ 

SIBDHANTA. 

satra XS ) : It is a modification (of the previous sacrifice), because 
of the Context, 

Even though the sentence be the injunction of Action, yet, that 
Action cannot be any other than the one laid down before, — for rea- 
sons shown under II— ■iii~-26 ; specially as the sentence is found 

to bring about an idea of the (causal) relationship between an Accessory 
{Balcshdyana) and a Result (acquiring of children) ; — just as in the case of 
the sentence ‘ dadhnBndrzyakdmasya, etc,)' it must be admitted that 
the sacrifice referred to is the same that has been laid down before. 

It has been argued that there is no Accessory known as ‘ Dnk- 
sMyana' But this is scarcely true ; because the fact of there being 
such an accessory is pointed out by the Context itself— just as are 
many other accessories, like the Uhthya and the rest ; that is to say, 
we find in the Context that after the sentence in question has laid 
down the JD&hshdyana as an Accessory, there is another sentence that 
points out the actual form of that Accessory. 

And just as in the case of Dadhi) so here also, the DdhsliUyana is not 
to be taken as co-extensive or identical with the Sacrifice, 

And further, even if the DcihsMyana, etc., be taken as co-exten- 
sive with. ^ sacrifice^' then ioO) on account of their proximity to the 
JDadM) etc., these sacrifices would be recognised as mere modifications 
(of the Barga-Purnamasa), Consequently, even in this case, what 
the sentence would do would be to lay down the Result following from 
a modification of the Barga-PUrnaTmsa) and not from any other sacri- 
fice wholly distinct from it. 

In this way, an utter disruption of the Context would also be avoided. 
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ADHIKABANA (4). 

[The D^hsJiayana^ eto*i are accessories, '\ 

Sutra (5): “The Dakshayana, etc., are enjoined as distinct 
“ actions ; (1) because of the particular names attached to 

“them” 

[In connection with Darga-Furnamasa^ we find the sentence, ‘ Dak- 
shay ana-yajnena yajeta prajakamaht saJcamprasihapyena yajeta pagukHmah^ 
sanhmmayagB^ia yajeta annadyakWiYiah,'* And in connection with, this 
there arises a doubt as to whether these sentences simply lay down certain 
accessories for the Darga-PurnamUsa as bringing about certain definite 
results, or they lay down distinct sacrifices, independent of the Darga- 
Fnrnamasai] 

PtiRVAPAKSHA. 

‘‘ In connection with the sentence * dadhnmrh'iyahdmasya juhuyat^ ’ 

“ it has been shown above (II — ii — 25, 26) that this sentence lays down 
a certain result following from a certain accessory of the same sacrifice, 

“ And this is quite proper ; because in that case the Dadhi is not mentioned 
‘‘ as oo-extensive with the FLoma ; and as such it could not be taken as 
‘‘ a name of the JSoma^ that would, on account of this name, be taken as 
** difierent from the previous Homa, In the case in question, on the other 
“hand, we find that the name ^ Ddkshdyana'' is mentioned as co- extensive" 
“(identical) with the Sacrifice^ and has not been applied to the pre- 
“ vious sacrifice (the Darga-PtZrnamdsa) ; consequently, in this case, there 
“ can be nothing incongruous in the fact of the word ‘ DcikshUya-na * pointing 
“ to a distinct sacrijice^ qualified by that name. Nor is there any such 
“substance as ^ Dakshayana^ known to exist, as we do find those like 
“ the Dadhi, Consequently, on account of the reasons shown under II — i 
“ — 1, we conclude that, inasmuch as the sentence lays down a sacrijice 
“ with reference to a definite result, that sacrifice is wholly distinct from 
“ the previous Darga-PflrnamasaJ'* 

SUtra (6) : “ (2) Because the Injunction of the Action does not 
“ pertain to the Accessory.” 

“ That is to say, the Injunctive potency of the sentence in ques- 
“ tion has not been removed away from the Action, so that it could 
“ go over to the Accessory,” 
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■ BahsMyam , etc., ahe accessoeies. 

SUtra (7) : “ (3) Because the sentence is quite complete with the 
mention of the Result ” 

“ Inasninch as tlie Result can nevev form the object of In- 
‘‘ junction, the sentence cannot be said to lay down the Result with 
“ reference to the Sacrifice, —in the same way as the Corn is taken as laid 
“ down, in the sentence ^ vrihihhiryajBta and as such the sentence 
“ must be taken as enjoining an Action (as no third object of Injunction 
“ is possible in the sentence) ; and (inasmuch as no Action that has already 
“ been enjoined once could form the object of another Injunction) 
“it must be admitted that the Action herein enjoined is distinct 
“ from all — Darga-PUrnamasa^ etc. — that have been enjoined before/’ 

siddhakta; 

Sutra (8) : It is a modification (of the previous sacrifice), because 
of the Context. 

Even though the sentence be the injunction of Action, yet, that 
Action cannot be any other than the one laid down before, — for rea- 
sons shown under Sutra II — iii — 26 ; specially as the sentence is found 
to bring about an idea of the (causal) relationship between an Accessory 
(Bahshayana) and a Result (acquiring of children) ; — just as in the case of 
the sentence * dadhnBndriyaJcdmasya^ etc.' it must be admitted that 
the sacrifice referred to is the same that has been laid down before^ 

It has been argued that there is no Accessory known as ^ JDnk- 
shay ana.' But this is scarcely true ; because the fact of there being 
such an accessory is pointed out by the Context itself — just as are 
many other accessories, like the Uhthya and the rest ; that is to say, 
we find in the Context that after the sentence in question has laid 
down the Bdkskdyana as an Accessory, there is another sentence that 
points out the actual form of that Accessory. 

And just as in the case of Dadhi, so here also, the Bdthshdyana is not 
to be taken as co-extensive or identical with the Sacrifice. 

And further, even if the Dakshdyana, etc., be taken as co-exten- 
sive with * sacrifice,' then too, on account of their proximity to the 
Badhi, etc., these sacrifices would he recognised as mere modifications 
(of the Barga-Purnamdsa), Consequently, even in this case, what 
the sentence would do would be to lay down the Result following from 
a modification of the Barga^Purnarymsa, and not from any other sacri- 
fice wholly distinct from it. 

In this way, an utter disruption of the Context would also be avoided, 
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•11 i,A a ruBfcure of tTie Context iu connection with ti© 

Thongh extent! that that which is mentioned as leadi^ 

Dakshayana^ this eannot he taken as part of the 

.1 cti “:r;, A»»‘ •— 

and thus help them (in their denotation). 

smra W ; Also beosuse we find Vedio texts indicative (et non- 
oVifference). _ _ 

, J.T. +etr,PO '^'■rilnCCaUm 

yajeta-, yadz ^ ^ ^,,rnamasyau yajeta 

,.im; *. _». ('Onecfiocldperf.™ 

« amsttist, «<™ i* <»« ^ ^ , I, jj, ,„riJc,j Lappene to bo 

’ j„ ««., y..... 

/» r 

th^y-year course of the Darga-PurnamSsa could not ^ 

mimy yea altogether different sacrifice (while the text 

SstiMtir^^s'^'^own the fact of the thirty-year course being made up 

rr kin-year ~ 

S^lfwLlT be die to a different sacrifice (thatis to say, the mei^ per- 
?~ce of an altogether different sacrifice could not justify a rejection of 

of the Dar(?a-Par««m5sa itself is reduced to one of ‘fiftem years by reason 
of the performer being a performer of another sacrifice in the shape 
of the ^)aksh&yana. Because if this latter were wholly distinct from 
Ihe former, theL would be no relationship between the two (whereby the 
perfo™© of one could reduce the course of another And also 
because in that case, there would be no justification tor the explana- 
tory sentence ‘ dvl M paurnamSsyau dve amavasye' (which lays down the 
S of two of each of these being performed in *^3 - 

Lad of only one, as in the case of the n 

as the reason for the thirty-year limit being reduced to one o 

only). 


Dahshayana, are ACCESSORIES. SM 

Sutra (10): The (: I>^sJiayafpa^) m dT;ie to the peculi- 
arity of the Accessory. 

(This meets the Pwrtyajpaiib^^a argument of 6), ~ 

The Name serves the purpose of distinguishing an Action from 
others, only when it occurs in the originative Injunction of that Action, 
and is not recognized to have a connection with any previous Action. In. 
the case in q[uestion, however, we find that the no^vne * BnksMyana ' is 
not connected with any originative Injunction ; specially as in this 
case we do not find the sentence introduced by any word expressing 
the beginning of a new action, — as we do in the sentence * atha eslia 
jyotih, etc.'* And then, inasmuch as the Fame is quite capable of 
being explained as mentioning an Accessory of the previous Sacrifice, 
it cannot serve the purpose of distinguishing the Action, That the 
word ^BdhsMyana* denotes a mere repetition of the previous sacrifice 
of the Darga-J?urnawi^sa is shown by the sense afforded by the com- 
ponents of the word itself, as also by the above-quoted text (that there 
are two Darpas and two Paurnamasas, in the DahsMyana) . Hence 
we conclude, from the Context, that the Besult mentioned in the sentence 
in question follows from the BSthsMyana as based upon the Barga- 
Purnamusa. The word ^ BalcsJia * means Hhe Sacrificer who is expert 
and very quick at the performance of the sacrifice (of thirty years, 
in only half the time)’ ; the Priests appointed by such a sacrificer are 
‘ dahsJia* (appointed by the clever sacrificer); and the ^ ay ana\ (per- 
formance) of these priests is the ‘ BahsMyana * (and thns we find 
that the constituent parts of the word also point to the same fact that 
is mentioned in the text quoted above). 

The name * Sdkam^rasihzya ’ also means that the substance referred 
to by this word is offered prasthzyaW^) along with sdham^) the 
smaller vessels, before the cutting up of the S^nndyya cake ; and thus 
this name also is found to belong to a material only, in connection 
with the previous sacrifice ; and hence in this case also, there is 
nothing to oppose the recognition, in the sentences in question, of 
the Action that has been mentioned before. 

Sutra (11): There is nothing peculiar in the completion (of 
* the sentence with the mere mention of the result). 

[This meets Butra 7.] 

Though the sentence does not enjoin the Result in reference to 
the Action, yet, inasmuch as it does not speak of any connection between 
the Action and the Result, the Action herein mentioned cannot be 
different from the previous sacrifice. Just as the fact of the Result 
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following from the Action Ixas been established under Buira II — i—l 
et seq. — so, exactly in the same manner, has it also been shown, under 
Sutra II — ii — 26, that there are certain sentences that serve the sole 
purpose of establishing the relationship between a Eesult and a certaiti 
Accessory of the previous sacrifice. And hence there being a doubt 
as to which of these two previous conclusions should be applied to the case 
in question, the presence of certain other words (such as those cited under 
Butra 9) distinctly point to the conclusion that in the present case, 
the Eesult is mentioned as following from the Accessory (of the previous 
sacrifice) and not from any distinct sacrifice. 



ADHIKAEANA (5). 

l^Actiom mentioned along with Substances and Deities are distmct 
sacnfices.'} % • 

Satrm (12): ** It is a mere preparatory rite, as not occurring^ 
“in the Context (of any particular sacrifice); specially as 
“there is no word denoting an Action.” 

Without reference to any particular sacrifice, we find the sentence — ■ 

* Vayavyam pvetamalahh&ta hhutikdmahi^ ^ saury a^n car urn nirva]pet brahma- 
varchasakSlmahJ And in connection with this there arise the following 
questions I. Inasmuch as, as a general rule, all sentences, not appearing 
in reference to any particular sacrifice, are taken as serving some purpose 
of the Action mentioned in the Context,— does the sentence simply lay 
down the accessories ‘ yveta ^ and ‘ Cam ' respectively of the ‘ Touching 
and ‘ Preparing,’ that form part of the Darga^Durnamasa sacrifice, 
which is the action mentioned in the Context? or does it lay down 
two independent and distinct Actions ? II. (If the Actions mentioned 
are distinct and independent), are these actions only those that are 
mentioned by the actual words of the sentence ? or is it these actions 
as accompanying the ‘ sacrifice ’ that are meant ? 

The fact of the sentence in question not occurring in reference 
to any particular Action has been specially pointed out, in the Bha- 
shya, with a view, (1) to show that there is sufficient ground 
for doubt, (2) that tbe present Adhikarana is not a mere repetition 
of wbat has been dealt with before, and also with a view to afiord 
some sort of a ground for the (3) Furva^aksha and (4) its Refutation. 

(1) If tbe ‘Touching’ and the ‘ Preparing ' had been mentioned 
in reference to a previously mentioned sacrifice, then the idea 
of that sacrifice would be present when we came across the 
sentences in question; and as such there could never be any ques* 
tion of the sentence laying down a distinct sacrifice. While when 
they do not appear in reference to any such sacrifice, inasmuch 
as the accessories of Cveta, etc., are quite capable of forming the 
objects of Injunction, it might be that these might be taken as 
enjoined with reference to the * Touching ’ and the ‘ Preparing * 

“ spoken of at a distance (in the sentence laying down the Darga-Purnamasa ) ; 


846 


TANTOA-VAETIIvA. ADH, II — PADA III — A DHL ( 5 ). 


or it might be that no idea of that previous sacrifice being present 
in the mind at the time, the sentence may be taken as laying down 
a distinct Action ; and thus the matter would be doubtful. 

(2) The sentence in question would, at first sight, appear as 
laying down an Action connected with the ‘ sacrifice,’ and hence as having 
been already dealt with under Sutra II — ii — 17. But as the sentence in 
question does not appear with reference to any sacrifice, and hence 
there is no sacrifice, in this case, which could be referred to by it, — 
secondly, as the accessories of ‘ Cveta^' etc., are quite capable of being 
laid down by themselves with reference to the Action connected with 
the substances mentioned in that sentence itself, — the injunction of an 
action connected with the ‘ sacrifice ’ could, in the case in qnestion, 
scarcely be got at ; and hence it becomes necessary to take up its considera- 
tion on the present occasion. 

(3) It is only when the sentence does not refer to any previous 
action that the Furisa^pahska could hare the slightest semblance of 
plausibility ; because, no other * Touching ’ and ‘ Preparing ’ being 
found in the same Context with the sentence in question, it could not 
but be taken as laying down certain accessories with reference to the 
original ‘ Touching ’ and ‘ Preparing ’ (of the JDarga-Purnamasa), 

(4) The Befutation of this Furvajpaksha also would he possible only 
when the sentence in question is known as not occurring in reference to any 
previous sacrifice. Because then alone could it be argued that, inasmuch 
as the sentence does not occur in any particular Context, it could 
ha.ve no distinguishing feature whereby it could pertain to the 
original ‘ Touching ’ and * Preparing ’ ; specially as the connection 
of these is actually found to be materially impossible j and as such these 
original * Touching ’ and * Preparing ’ could never be mentioned in 
the sentence in qnestion. 

The ‘ Touching ’ and the * Preparing ’ have been spoken of in 
the Bhashya as ‘ gunavidhiy because they form the objects of the 
gunavidhu 

Ou the above questions, we have, at first, the following 
PtJRVAPAKSHA A. 

“ Just as in the case of the Fahshayana it has been found (in 
the foregoing Adhihmuna) that, the sentence mentioning the connection 
“ of the Accessory, and thus there being no word injunctive of any Action, 
“the sentence could not be taken as laying down a distinct Action, 
“ — so would it also he in the case in question. This similarity 
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between the two oases is wbst is implied by the word in the 
Sutra, 

‘‘The Sutra mentions the word ^ apraharane ^ with a view to 
“ point out the exact object, with regard to which the sentence in 
‘‘ question would lay down the Accessories. Or it may mean that, 

“ though there is this difference between the sentence in questid. 

“ and that dealt with in the previous Adhikarana, that the present one 
“ does not appear in the Context of any particular Action, — yet inasmuch 
as the connection of the original action (Darga-Purnamasa) is not 
“obstructed by the presence of the Injunction, in the sentence, of 
“any other Action, the sentence must be taken as mentioning the 
“ original actions of ‘ Touching ' and ‘ Preparing % only with a view to lay 
“ down certain accessories in connection with them. Hence the sentence 
“ * C vBtamalahheta ’ must be taken as enjoining that tlie Oart-pole at 
“ the JDarga-Furnamasa should he touched after it has been made 
white ; and similarly the sentence ^ carum nirvapet^ should be 
“taken as enjoining that the ‘preparing’ (or holding), at the same 
“ Darga-PUrnamdsa, is to be of the Garu (boiled rice), or that it is 
“ tQ. be measured by the Bice, 

“ Then, as for the mention of the results of ‘prosperity’ and 
“ ‘ Brahmic glory ’ spoken of in the sentence as following from ‘ Touching * 
“and ‘ Preparing V it would be a mere reference to the same results 
“ following from the Darga-PicrnamSisa, which is specially spoken of 
“as accomplishing desirable results. 

“ Then as for the word ‘ Va^avyam^^ that too could be taken as 
“ only referring to the eart-pole of the JDarga-Purnamasa ; because 
“ the pole is made of the wood of a certain tree, and Vdyu is the presiding 
“Deity of all trees. And as for the word ^ Saury that would be 
“ a reference to the AgnBya cake of the JDarga-PUrnamciBay because 
“ both Agni and Surya are the deities of Light. 

“ For these reasons we conclude that the sentences serve to lay 
“ down accessories for the Actions mentioned in connection with the 
“ Darga-PurnamUsar 

Sutra (13) : “ Mere * Touching ’ and * Preparing ’ are the distinct 
‘‘ actions laid down by the sentences ; because all Actions 
** are based upon Direct Vedic Declarations/' 

[In reply to the ^iho'^Qpilrmpahsha we have the following arguments, 
which, however, embody another Theory not acceptable to ns, and which is 
refuted in the next Sutra, Hence this is treated as a distinct Purvapaksha.1 
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PURVAPAKSHA B. 

«‘If ‘Tonoliing" and ‘Preparing’ were wliolly incapable of 
“ having the character of the enjoined^, then alone could the sentences in 
“ question be taken as laying down mere Accessories, As a matter of 
“ fact, however, it is those Actions themselves that are meant to be enjoined 
“ by the sentence. 

“For the present we lay aside the word ^Yayavya,' and proceed 
“ to refute the aforesaid arguments, on the basis of the word express- 
“ ing the result. 

“ If the * White ’ and the ‘ Rice ’ be taken as laid down with refer- 
“ ence to previous ‘ Touching ’ and ‘ Preparing/ then the mention of 
“ tbe Results (Prosperity and Brahmic glory) would be wholly meaning- 
“lesa. For even if the mention of these were mere references to the 
“ ‘ all results ’ following from the Varga- Pur namdsa, then too the parti- 
“ cular results of ‘ Prosperity ’ and ‘ Brahmic glory ’ would be only 
“ two among the many alternative results ; and as such the mention 
“ of these as if th'ey were the only results would not be quite compatible. 
“If again, these Results be taken as mentioned by way of qualifica* 
“ tions, then there would be a syntactical split. If then the sentences 
“ be taken as laying down the relationship between the Accessory and the 
“ Result, then, inasmuch as the original ‘ Touching,’ etc., of the 
“ Varga-Purnamdsa would not be capable of serving as the substrate 
“ of this relationship,^ the sentence itself would also have to lay down 
“the connection of the necessary substrate; and this would entail a 
“ syntactical split. 

“ Whereas there is no objection to the view that the sentence 
“lays down the Touching as qualified by ^ white* \ — it is with a view to 
“ this that the Sutra says — lecause actions are based upon Direct Yedio 
“ Declarations, That is to say, in the case in question, it is the Action that, 
“being the object of Injunction, is based upon the authority of that 
“ Declaration ; and hence the Injunction of the mere Property of 
“ ‘ white ’ would not have the authority of the Yeda. 

“Or, the Sutra may be taken as follows: The action meant to 
“ be laid down is just what is distinctly mentioned^ and not as accompanied 
“by ^Sacrifice* ; because the only basis for Actmis is Direct Declaratiofi ; 
“ that is to say, the element of ‘ Sacrifice ’ not being mentioned in the text, 
“ it could not well be accepted as enjoined by it. hfor is that 
“element so very necessary that without it nothing can be accomplished ; 
“ as it is quite possible for the ‘ Touching ’ and the ‘ Preparing ’ to bring 
“ about tbe Results, and thus serve as the Principal Actions. Specially as 
“ there is no ground for believing that the Action that has once been known 
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as subsidiary to anotber, can never appear as a Principal Action, 
even when it is actually spoken o£ as such ; because the Principal oi* 
“subsidiary character of an Action depends upon the Yedaj and 
“there is nothing inherent in the Actions themselves that would mark 
“ them out as the one or the other. 

“ As for the word ‘ Vayavyam^ (which might be urged as pointing . 
“to the fact of the ‘ white object’ being offered to the Deity which • 

“ offering would constitute a 5Hcn/2ce), it could be explained away, as Being 
“ a mere reference, on the ground that all substances are capable of 
“ being, in some way or other, related to certain deities (even without 
“their being actually ojfered to them). Or, the sentence might be 
“ taken to mean that— ‘ when one has set aside a certain object for 
“ the sake of Vayuy if we happen to touch it, it would bring prosperity 
“ to us.* And as the sentence embodies a qualified Injunction, 
“there would not be any very great trouble in taking the sentences 
“ thus. Or, the sentences might mean that the desirable results are ob- 
“ tained as soon as the white object is touched for the sake of Yayu, 

“ or when the boiled rice is prepared for the sake of the Sun. And cer- 
“ tainly it is not in a sacrifice alone that anything can be done for 
“the sake of certain Deities, Because there is no incompatibility 
“ in something being done for tbe sake of a certain Deity, whenever 
“ that happens to be enjoined for being done as such (even if it be not a 
“ sacrifice). Therefore all that the sentence in question means, in 
“ accordance with the expressed Injunction, is that ‘ something 
“ white should be touched for the sake of Vayui* 

^ “ Having shown that there is a syntactical split, if the sentence 
“ foe taken as laying down an Accessory, and then, the connection of 
“ the Result, — the Bhashya now grants, for the sake of argument, the 
“ rejection or neglect of the word expressing the result ; and then 
“ it proceeds to show anomalies in the above Furvapahsha : Atha v8t 
“ yo'sau vidhayahah gahdah, etc. The sense of this is that, though it will 
“ be said later on that the sentences that do not appear in connection 
“ with any particular Action serve the purpose of mentioning some- 
“ thing for the original Action of the Context, — yet, this declaration is not 
“ one that has an absolute verbal authority ; as it is only based upon 
“ the fact of these factors mentioned in the sentences being otherwise in- 
“ capable of serving any useful purpose, apart from the original action. In 
“ the case in question, however, we find that the existence of ‘ Touching * 

“ and ‘ Preparing * elsewhere (z.e., apart from the original action) is not 
“ wholly impossible, — because they are met with even in ordinary worldly 
“ experience. Then if the ‘ Touching* were meant to be specified in the 
“ sentence in question with the sole purpose of precluding the touching * 
107 
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‘‘of the ordinary world,— then, there being no other specifying word, the 
“ specification would have to be done by the Injunctive affix itself ; and 
“ hence all that the word * d>lahh§ta* could mean would be ‘ that touching 
“ which has been laid down as something to he done * ; and the potency of the 
“ Injunctive having ’.been wholly spent up in this, any further injunction 
“ of the Accessory would be absolutely impossible. Nor can the 
“ single injunctive word ‘ alahh&ta ’ serve the twofold purpose of indicat- 
ii ing the former ‘ Touching \ and laying down the accessory ‘ whiteJ 
“ If again the word ‘ ^lahheta * be taken as referring only to the Boot^ 
‘‘ meaning (the Touching previously mentioned), then as the mere * Toudh- 
“ ing * would exist in the ordinary world also, the accessory would come 
“ to be enjoined for such ordinary Touching also ; and as such Injunction 
‘‘ of the accessory for the ordinary Touching would not bring about any 
“ results, the word would become meaningless. But this mere meaning- 
“ lessness, without the action of any Context, etc., cannot lead us to accept 
“only the Yerdic ‘Touching’ and ‘Preparing’ as to be meant by the 
“ sentences in question. 

“ And hence, there being no ground for connecting the sentences with 
“ any original Action mentioned before, they must be taken as laying 
down a distinct ‘ Touching ’ and ‘ Preparing' " 

STDDHANTA. 

SUtra (14) : But the ‘ sacrifice ’ is laid down ; because of the 
^ mention of the enjoyer of the Substance and the Result, which 
are related to some sort of an Action. 

Just as the presence of tlie word speaking of the Result has been 
urged as setting aside the former Furvapaksha that the sentences lays 
down an Accessory, — so, in the same manner the latter Purvapaksha also, 
which holds mere ‘ Touching ’ to be the object enjoined, can be refuted 
by means of the words expressing the Deities (* V^yavgam ' and 
‘ Sauryam ’). 

Inasmuch as, as a matter of fact, the Injunction in question depends 
upon each of the words contained in the sentence, it must be taken, in the 
case in question, as pertaining to the relationship of the substance, the 
Deity and the word (‘ vayavyam ’) expressing that relationship. And as the 
relationship would not be possible without the action of * sacrifice,^ 
it naturally implies such an Action ; specially as no other action is 
capable of bringing about that relationship. For if we were to to7ich 
the suhtsance, without offering it to the Deity Yaytt, it would not he 
‘ mgavya' Nor can the sentence be taken to mean that w^e should 
touch only that particular substance which is ordinarily known as 
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^ voyarfcL ' (dedicated to Yaju) ; because such dedication to a Deily can be 
bronglit about only by performance* Hence tbe sentence could not but 
be taken as meaning that * the white substance should be offered 
to Vayu ’ ; and from this we conclude that the sentence is the Injunction 
of a ‘ sacrifice ’ (in the shape of offering). Because the ‘ Injunction of 
Sacrifice’ will be defined later on ^yajaticQdand dravyadBvatahrzynm 
samuddyBJcrtydrthat^}3>t*(TV'—ii — 27). 

And thus the ‘ touching " and ‘ preparing * mentioned in the sentences 
in question would be mere * references ' to the same Actions mentioned in 
the original Injunction (in connection with the Darga-Purnamdsa) : 

Though the Purvapakshi has brought forward the objection of tbe 
highly complicated character of the theory of the sentence being 
a qualified Injunction,— yet as it must haTe been carelessly brought 
forward, and that too against an assumed adversary, we take no 
notice of it here (because we do hot hold to that theory; what we 
hold is that the Injunction is of the Sacrifice only, there being mere 
references to Touching and Preparing)* 

Sutra (15) : Also because we find texts indicating the same 
conclusion. 

We bave the text — ‘ Saumaraudran carun nirvapet. . . • parigriiB 
yajBta' ; and in this as soon as the word ^ saumdraudram^ (which speaks 
of the connection of the Cam with the Deities Soma and Eudra) 
has been uttered, though there is no wwd expressing * sacrifice,* — yet, 
inasmuch as the sentence ^ parigritB yajeta^' which lays down the 
proper cooking of the rice^ refers to a previous Sacrifice by tbe wwd ^yajeta^ 
— we always recognize tbe sentence as laying down a certain action con- 
nected with ‘ sacrifice.’ In fact, in the case of the sentence ‘ agnt- 
shomiyam pagumalahhetaf it is only by the above reason that the 
presence of ‘ sacrifice * is admitted. 

In tbe previous Adhikarana we considered the question as to whether 
the sentence is an Injunction or a mere reference to a previous Action ; 
while what we have considered in the present Adhikarana is the question 
as to, — the Injunctive character having been established, — 'wbat sort of 
an Action (either mere Touching or Sacrifice) is enjoined by it. And as 
such there is no mere useless repetition. 


ADHIKAEANA (6). 

[The Touching of the Oalf, etc., is a mere purificatory ritef] 

Sutra (16) : In a doubtful case, the correct conclusion is arrived 
at by a perception of similarity. 

Some people declare that — ‘ whatever is mentioned in glosses 
and commentaries is present in the Sutra ; as it is the Sutra that is 
the source of all meanings ; everything is contained in the Sutra' 

And against these people the following is urged : A reason never 
establishes its conclusion until the form of this effect has been duly 
shown. And, as a matter of fact, we find the Sutra mentioning only 
the reason, — ^ prayadarganat' IsTor is the meaning of the Sutra or 
the Context, etc., capable of showing what special instance is meant 
to be dealt with, or what the question and ^conclusion are? Thus then the 
Sutra being altogether ^unintelligible, it devol^s^^Qg^upon the commentators 
to try and remove this deficiency of the Sutra, Spemiiy as the supplying 
of .words, from outside, into the Sutra, has been/T^^lSaibited, only with 
reference to such Sutras as are quite explicable wjd thai ife ; and all that 
is meant by that prohibition is that, inasmuch as tne sole motive of the 
author of the Sutra is to train the intellect of the pupil, only that 
much of extraneous matter should be assumed, without which the 
Sutra would be inexplicable, and all sorts of matter are not to be saddled 
on to it. 

And hence inasmuch as the subject, etc., of the Adhihamna have not 
been mentioned in the Sutra, the author of the Yrtti shows wbat 
they are. This is how people explain the BhUshya, when it proceeds 
to draw upon the gloss of Upavarsha. 

In connection with the present Sutra, Upavarsha has cited the 
sentence ‘ vatsamcilahhBta,* found in the Agmhotra section, in connection 
with the milking of the cow. And he has shown that, with regard to this 
sentence also, we have a threefold doubt : (1) Does the sentence 

lay down the calf with the reference to the ‘ Touching ’ originally 
mentioned in the Context ? (2) Or, does it lay down mere ‘ Touching ' ? 

(3) Or does it lay down a ^ Sacrifice^ ? 

As to the first alternative, it has been left out, because, there being 
no specification in the sentence, there is nothing in it to point to the 
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* Toucliiug ’ previously mentioned in. the Context as sliown in the 
foregoing 

And inasmuch as the conclusion arrived at in the foregoing Adhikamnd 
points to the fact of the sentence under consideration here also being the 
Injunction of a Sacrifice, the Bhashya proceeds to explain the pi^esent 
Adhikarana as an exception to the foregoing one. 

Though, as a matter of fact, on account of the sentence dealt with here 
being a counter- instance of tlie foregoing Siddhanta argument based upon 
the connection of the Bnjoyer, the Purva^aksha of the present AdMharana 
has almost wholly been represented (in the sliape of the SlddMnta 
of the foregoing Adhikarana) ; yet the BMshya proceeds to present it 
afresh ; because of the peculiar character of the intellect of certain persons ; 
as there are some people, so imbued with the idea of the Logician, 
that they think of interpreting the Teda also by means of Inferences 
from similarity ; and these persons would never grasp the fact of the 
PUrvapaksha having been refuted, unless it has been duly set forth 
previously. 

Some people accept the word ‘ dlahheta ’ as synonymous with 

* sacrifice,^ on the strength of the fox^egoing Adhikarana ; while others 
take it as merely implying the ‘sacrifice ’ ; and it is both these views 
that they bring forward in connection with the sentence in (Question 
also. And we have in connection with this a twofold 

PURVAPAKSHA:-^ 

namely : (1) The sentence in question lays down a distinct sacrifice,-— » 

“ (2) it lays down the cadf m connection with the sacrifice that has been 
“ laid down previously.” 

THE SIBDHINTA 

view is that in the case of the sentence dealt with in the foregoing 
Adhikarana, we accepted the injunction of the ‘ sacrifice,’ on the sole 
ground of the relationship between the substance and the Deity therein 
mentioned (by the word ‘ vnyavyam ’), — and not, either on the strength 
of a newly-discovered expressive potency of the word ‘ ^lahhBta^* 
or on that of a fallacious Inference (of the implication of ‘ sacrifice ’ 
by the word ‘ dlahheta ’)• l^he case in question, however, as we have 
no word expressive of the said relationship (of Deity and Substance), 
we must take the word ‘ dlahheta- in its simple direct signification. 
Thus would the similarity of the present ^ touching ’ with the purificatory 
secondary actions of cow-milking and the like be explained; as the 
‘ Touching ’ also would be a mei'e secondary rite ; and this ^ touching of the 
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calf ’ at tlie pai’ticular time of milking the cow, would seiwe a visible 
purpose of making the cow yield more milk, 

Sutra (17) : Also because of the possibility of the connection 
with the particular Arthavada. 

Close upon the sentence in question we have the sentence * vatsa- 
nihanta hi jpagavah ’ (‘ Animals love their young ones dearly *) ; and this 
could be taken as an Arthavada showing a reason for the previous 
Injunction, only when the preceding sentence ‘ vatsamdilabhBta ^ is 
taken as enjoining the ‘ touching ’ by way of fondling it for the purpose 
of making the cow yield more milk [the two sentences together meaning 
that ‘ one should touch (fondle) the calf, with a view to the cow yielding 
more milk, hecause . animals love their young dearly ^1. 

If, on the other hand, the word ‘ alahheta ’ meant ‘ touching for the 
purpose of killing ’ (by way of offering to a Deity), the mention 
of the fact of the young being dearly loved by animals would be 
wholly irrelevant ; for in that case the purport of the two sentences would 
be this : * Because the calf is loved by its mother, therefore it should 

be touched for being killed’ — certainly not a very relevant proposi- 
tion! In [the other case (ie,, when ‘ aZah/igia’ means touching hy way 
of fondling) it would be quit© natural to expect that, inasmuch as 
the cow is fond of the calf, if we fondle the calf, or the calf fondles 
us, the cow would be moved to yield more milk, the flow of which would 
be accelerated by the sight of her calf being fondled. 

Thus also, it must be admitted that the sentence in question 
lays down mere ^Touching* as a secondary action calculated to serve 
a useful purpose. 


ADHIKAEANA (7). 

[The Naivdra Oaru is for the ^purposes of Adhdna.'] 

Sutra (18) : As connected with the word mentioning an Action, 
it must be taken as being for the sake of that Action ; special- 
ly as such is the direct signification of the words of the 
text. 

The Adhikarana before last having dealt with the significations of the 
words * dlabhBta ’ and ‘ nirvapet ’ as contained in the sentences ‘ pvetamd’- 
labheta ' and ‘ saury ancaTunnirvo pet ^ — the last Adhikarana has dealt with 
the counter-instance of the first part of that Adhikarana ; and the present 
Adhikarana proceeds to deal with the counter-instance of the second 
portion dealing with the ‘ Preparing * in connection with the boiled 
rice» Kor is the case of this exactly similar fo that dealt witIC ;in 
the foregoing Adhikarana ; as in this we have a further ground of doubt, 
in the shape of the mention of a Deity (Bfhaspati). 

[In connection with * Agni^^ we meet with the sentence ‘ naivara^-- 
carurbhavatii and then ‘ yadBnani carumupadadJiati ’ ; and here arises the 
question as to whether the boiled rice is laid down for the purpose of the 
sacrifice (the sense of the texts being that ‘ having sacrificed out of the 
rice, the remnant is to be kept aside), or that it is laid down for the sole 
purpose of being kept aside.] 

And on this question, we have the following 

PURYAPAKSHA. 

The character of a subsidiary to Sacrifices is inherent in all 
such substances as boiled rice, cake and the like ; and hence in all cases, 
“ it is necessary to give up one’s ownership of these substances (in favour 
‘‘ of someone else). Consequently, what the word ‘ upadadhdti ’ in the 
“ sentence * cartim upadadhdti ’ means is that there is to he a * pratipatti ’ 
“ (keeping aside, throwing away ) of the Garu; and as no such ^ prat Ipatti ’ 
of a thing would be possible until it had been already utilised, we are 
“ led to look out for that at which the boiled rice could have been utilised ; 

and the foremost of all, that which presents itself as being most capable 
“of affording an occasion for the said utilisation of the Rice, is the 
“SSacrifico’; and hence we are led to accept the fact of the Garu 
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‘‘ being o£ use at the sacrifice. Subsequently too, we meet with the 
‘‘sentence ^ Brhas^ateretadannam yannivnra^ etc.\ which distinctly men- 
“ tions Brhaspati as the Deity of the Rice j and under the circumstances, if 
“ the connection between the Rice and that Deity were not duly established 
“ by means of a sacrifice, the mention of the Deity would be absolutely 
“ meaningless. Therefore we must take the sentences in question to mean 
“that — ‘after having performed the sacrifiice of the B^rMspatyacaru, 
“ which forms a part of the AgnEya sacrifice, we should desist, for a 
“ time, from proceeding with the other sacrifices connected with the 
“ Agmyaf and keep aside the Rice (that has been offered to Brhaspati).’ ” 

SIDDHINTA. 

To the above we make the following reply : There is nothing 
'"inherent in Jbhe Rice that would always make it employed at sacrifices ; in 
fact the use to which such things are to be put is ascertained by means 
of the authoritative directions that may be found with regard to them. 
As soon as the appearance of the B^'ce has been mentioned, we 
nat^dly seek for the use to which it could be put ; and we are met by 
tlj^^itence ‘ yademm carum upadadMti^^ which directly lays down the 

of the Rdce helping towards the preparation of the altar for the 
reception of the Fire to be used at the sacrifice. And the Rice thus 
having its use clearly defined, it could not have any connection 
•with another Action, even if such an action were directly mentioned ; and 
hence it is all the more impossible for it to have anything to do with 
an Action that is not even mentioned (but only indirectly implied). 
‘Nov can the keeping spoken of be said to have the character of the 
Fnitipattii because we do not know of any use to which it could 
he put prior to the keeping. 

Farther, even in the case of an action which is performed with 
regard to an independent purpose, the Rice has a certain predomin- 
ance over the keeping ; and hence as unless the Rice is purified by the 
said keeping, it cannot help in tbe preparation of the altar, — there is 
nothing incompatible in the presence of the Accusative ending (in 
‘ Garum *). 

Then again, inasmuch as there are only three ways of the direct 
mention of the connection of a Deity [m 2 ?,, (1) the Nominal Deific affix, 

(2) the Dative ending, (3) the Indicative words contained in the 
mantras’], — the connection of the Ntvara Rice with the Deity Brhaspnti 
mentioned in the Arthavada could, at best, he only an implied (or inferred) 
one ; as that Arthavada is devoid of all the three means of directly 
mentioning the Deity, 
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Tliat is to say, tlie Deity Bfliaspati, being mentioned in connec- 
tion witb the Nwara (in the ArtJiavdda passage), could be connected witli 
the JS ice, only by a highly complicated process. For instance, (1) first of 
all, * Brhaspati,’ though mentioned in the supplementary ArtJiav^da, 
would have to be taken as the Deity in reference to the Injunction, which, 
however, does not stand in need of any such connection of Deity ; — 
then (2), the deifio character of Brhaspati would have to be assumed, 
even in the absence of any of the three indicators of Deity — ^the Nominal 
Affix and the rest ; — and (3) lastly, there would be the necessity of having 
to assume the fact of the ‘ sacrifice * being implied by the sentence 
^naivarat^carurhliavatid 

For these reasons, it is far more reasonable to take the Caru (Rice) 
as serving the purpose of being a5^de. 

Some people bring forward the supplementary sentence ‘ Barha^^atyo 
hhamti^y as containing the word ■ Barhas^atyah* which is co-extensive with 
‘ caruhy and which serves to point out, by means of the nominal affix, the 
Deity connected with the Oaru (Rice). But for these people also, it 
would be necessary to take the Injunction, in the very first instance, 
as pointing to the fact of the Caru being for the purpose of being 
heft ; and then as there would be no deficiency felt in the Injunction, for 
want of a Deity, it would not be possible for the sentence to lay down any 
Deity. Consequently, the present tense in the sentence ^ Barhasfatyo 
hhavatV would indicate that the character of being related to Brhasfati^ 
that is attributed to the Oaru (in the sentence ^ Brhasfatervd ebadan- 
nam yanmvSlrah*) by way of eulogising it, is the same that we perceive 
as belonging to it, at the present time ; and thus the meaning of the 
sentence * Bfhaspatei^a, etc*' comes to be the same as that of the sentence 
^ Barhaspatyo bhamti' (though this latter occurs in the TaitHriya 
while the former in the Mddhyandiniya)* 

For these reasons we conclude that the sentence in question lays 
down, not a sacrifice^ but that alone which it distinctly mentions — viz,^ the 
heaping aside of the Caru, 


ADHIKARANA (8). 

[The P5»ta is subservient to tte 

Sutra (19): Inasmuch as the Patnivata is recognised as the 
previous one, the sentence in question must be taken as 
serving the purpose of precluding (the subsequent sub- 
sidiaries). 

In connection with what has gone before, we proceed to consider 
whether the word ‘ utsfjati ’ signifies the sacrijice or not. ' ^ 

The sacrifice having been laid down in the sentence, ‘ Tvashtram. 
patmvatamMhats; we find another sentence-' Paryagnihriam pStm- 
vatamutsrjanti.’ And in connection with this latter sentence, there 
is a doubt as to whether it lays down an Accessory (to the sacrifice laid 
down in the former sentence), or a distinct Action,— the doubt being due 
to the twofold construction of which the sentence is capable. And on 
this, we liaye the following 

FtTEVAPAKBHA. 

** The sentence lays down a distinct Action ; because the Injunctive 
‘^potency of the sentence pertains, as in the case of the sentence ^vnya-- 
vyam cMtamUlahheta,' to the relationship between the substance and the 
“Deity. 

“ And further, inasmuch as the sentence in question does not contain 
“ any mention of TvasMa, the action mentioned therein cannot be recognised 
“ as the same as that mentionedin the previous sentence (in which the word 
“ Tvash^ra forms an important factor) ; and (if the action mentioned in 
“ the two sentences be taken as the same on the ground of both sentences 
“laying down the ^ pCLtnwata*), then, on account of the sentence in 
“ question containing the mention of ‘ paryagniharana ’ also, there would 
“ be a syntactical split (if it laid down the Fatmvata also). 

“ That is to say, if in the sentence in question, both the words 
(* pdTyagnikTtcim ’ and ^ potTiiiJatdTyh^) were mentioned as mere qualifica- 
“tions, as the two words tvashtra’* and ^ patnwatam^) are in the pre« 
“ vious sentence, — then the action mentioned in the sentence in question 
could be recognized as the same as that mentioned in the previous 
“ Sentence, As a matter of fact, however, in the case in question, 
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we liave not even tlie sliglitest toncli of sncli a recognition, — as we liave 
that of ‘ Mahinira ’ in the Indmpragatha ; and hence even on account of 
*^the action mentioned in the second sentence being connected with 
‘‘a distinct Deity (Agni), it cannot but betaken as distinct from that 
inentioned before (which is connected with Tmshtti as its Deity). 

‘‘ If again, the sentence be taken as laying down the ^ giving away 
Q uUrjcdV) with reference to the then, inasmuch as it is 

“ also found to mention the qualification of there would 

“be a syntactical split; and it would be in an indirect way that the 
“‘giving away’ would be connected (with the paryagnikamna). And 
“further, as the * giving away^ of the Pafmvata has already been men- 
“ tionedin the previous originative Injunction, its repetition in the sentence 
“ in question would be useless (if the Actions were the same). Nor is any 
“useful purpose served, in the present instance, by the injunction of the 
“ Paryagnikarana (in connection with the action in question) ; because its 
“existence in that Action is already indicated by its presence in the 
“ original Primary of that Action. Nor can we accept the sentence as 
“ containing an alternative injunction of the Action having Patmvata for 
“ its Deity ; as the position of the Deity is already occupied by Tvasht^ 
“ mentioned in the originative Injunction. 

“ Nor can the di:ffierence of the two Actions be asserted on the mere 
“ground of the repetition of the Paryagnikarana^ whose helpfulness in the 
“ original Action has been duly ascertained, — as in the ease of the Grha- 
** mBdhzya, Because the sentence in question mentions the Paryagnikarana 
“ merely as a subordinate factor. Nor can the word ‘ Paryagnikarana ’ 
“ be taken as denoting the subsidiary procedure ending with the Paryagni- 
“ harana ; and as such the mere mention of the ‘ Paryagnikrtam * 
“could not serve to separate the part of the procedure ending with the 
“ Paryagnikarana^ from the subsidiary actions that come after itl Nor 
“ again is the word * Paryagnikrtam^ expressive of time ; and hence the 
“ sentence could not he taken to mean that the giving away is to be done 
“ at the time of the Paryagnikarana. Arid there is no ground for taking the 
“ word ‘ Paryagnikrtam ’ as indirectly indicative of the time ; specially 
“when the direct signification of the word makes the sentence quite 
“ compatible and explicable 

“Then again, all the subsidiaries of the sacrifice being equally laid 
“down as to be performed along with it, — and the performance of none of 
“these being prohibited by any other sentence, — ^when the time of the 
^^Paryagnikarana comes, all the subsidiaries would come to he performed ; 
“and it could not he definitely known whiOh one of the many subsidiaries 
“ is to be performed at that time ; because if all of them were to be 
“ performed at that time, the prescribed time would be transgressed ; 
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“ wMe if attention were paid to the observance of the time (by th§ 
performance of any one of the subsidiaries), that wonld mean the neglect 
“ of the other subsidiaries (consequently the sentence cannot be taken as 
“ laying down the time of the IParyagniharana^ for the performance of the 
“ sacrifice mentioned in the previous sentence). 

“The same arguments also serve to set aside the view that the 
“sentence lays down the particular state of the ‘giving away ’ ; because 
“ the previous Injunction itself has laid down that the Tatmmia is to be 
“given away when in the state of the Paryagni (and so this could not be 
“enjoined over again in the sentence in question). If it be urged that 
“ the sentence serves to preclude the condition subsequent to the Pan^o-^m- 
“ haranaj then that would entail the three anomalies (of rejecting the 
erbjoinedy accepting that which is not enjoined and so forth, which have 
“ been shown to attach to all Preclusive Injunctions). 

“ Thus then, we find that in the sentence in question, there is nothing 
“that could be laid down with reference to the previous sacrifice; and as 
“such we conclude that it lays down a distinct Action, connected with the 
“Deity {Agn{) and the material {Patmvata )^ — ^having for its original 
either the sacrifice mentioned in the previous sentence (which has the 
“ same Deity and Accessory), or the Agnishomiya sacrifice*” 

SIDDHINTA. 

To the above, we make the following reply: Inasmuch as the 
sacrifice mentioned in the sentence in question is actually recognized as 
the same as the one mentioned in the previous sentence, we cannot 
perceive any other sacrifice in it ; and what the sentence in question does 
is to lay down, with regard to the same sacrifice, all the subsidiary 
procedure ending with the Paryagnikcirana, 

The word ‘ Patmvata * in the sentence in question can very well 
denote the previous sacrifice, even though it is accompanied by two quali- 
fications, — just like the word ‘ agni * in connection with the ifawta sacri- 
fice. And the words ^ paryagnikrtamutsrjati ' also are cognised, on aceount 
of the Context, as laying down an accessory for that same 

Objection : “But we have shown above that none of the various 
“ ways of the injunction of accessory is possible in the sentence in 
“question.” 

Beply : True ; all the rest have been rejected as impossible ; but you 
have not refuted the theory that the accessory laid down is the Subsidiary 
Procedure ending with the Paryagniharana* 

Though the word ^ Faryagnikrtamv^ itself does not, like the word 
'‘Hianta \ directly express that which ends in that (Faryagnikarana), yet it 
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3S quite capable of implying it ; especially as one cannot be spoken of as 
having finished the Paryagniharana, until all tbat precedes it bas also been 
done. Consequently the mention of the * Paryagnihamna ’ alone also 
implies all that precedes it. 

And then, the sentence laying down the performance of the Tvdstra 
is found to stand in need of the mention of the method of procedure to 
be employed in regard to it ; and inasmuch as it would have no reason 
for going beyond the group of subsidiaries ending with the Paryagni- 
Icarana (the capability of whose usefulness has been perceived), — it would 
not stand in need of all subsidiaries of the original Agmshomiya. And 
thus, it having been duly ascertained that, the subsidiaries connected with 
the Tvashtra sacrifice ending with the Paryagnihamna^ — and the mere form 
of this sacrifice having been mentioned in the previous sentence, — what 
the sentence does is simply to preclude (or separate) the presence of the 
subsidiaries subsequent to the Paryagniharana^ from the Tvashtra sacrifice. 
And hence it is this separation (or preclusion) that is spoken of in the 
Sutra as the effect of the sentence 5 hence the Sutra — ^ pU'^vatv^davac- 
cliBdah\ 

In this way we would be saved from all the trouble of inferring a 
distinct sacrifice, a distinct ApUrva^ etc., etc, 

l^or is it that the * giving away ’ has been made connected with the 
word ‘ Paryagni^* which removes it from its natural precincts. Because 
the object of Injunction being the giving away* sEs qualified by the 
subsidiaries ending with Paryagniharana^ — though the form of the ‘ giving 
away ’ has been already mentioned, yet what the sentence does is to lay 
down the subsidiaries ending with Taryagniharana, with reference to 
that * giving away ’ which has been previously mentioned ; and as such 
there is no removal of any factor from ifcs natural precjncts ; and hence 
in one way it is the ‘ giving away ’ itself that has been spoken of as the 
object of Injunction. 

In accordance with your theory, on the other hand, the Root (in 
utsrjati*) would come to denote something wholly distinct from itself, just 
as in the case of the sentence * dadhnSndriyahdmasya juhuycit ’ (as you 
‘would have to take ^utsrjati* as laying down something different from 
‘ giving away its rightful denotation) . And for this reason also, we 
should accept the action mentioned in the sentence in question to be the 
same as that mentioned in the previous sentence. 

Then again, inasmuch as the Context also favours the view taken of 
the subsidiaries ending with Paryagnikarana^ no significance can be 
attached to the mention of the * Patmvata * ; as this last word serves as a 
mere reference to (description of) what already exists ; and this explana- 
tion meets the objection urged above, as to our theory nece|sitatmg th© 
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acceptance of the mention of only a portion of the reference to a qualified 

For these reasons, we conclude that the sentence in question serves to 
down an Accessory with reference to an Action previously mentioned. 


ADHIKA.RANA (9). 

lAdahhya^ etc., are the names of Grahas."} 

SUtra 20 : When the name appears by itself without any mention 
of the sacrificial material, it would be subservient to the 
Action. 

[In no particular connection we find the sentences, ‘ esha vai havisM 
haviryajatE yd*dabhyam grJiUvd som&ya yajdtB,^ and ‘ ^ard va eiasydyuh 
prana eti yongum grhndU\'] 

And -with regard to the holding of the AddhJiya and the there 

is a threefold doubt, just as in the case of the cilambha (Touching). And 
just as in that case, so here also, after having set aside the two other 
alternative theories, we have the following 

PfJRVAPAKSHA. 

The sentences in question enjoin two sacrifices. The arguments in 
“ support of this view are as follows : It has been shown above (under 
‘‘ ^ NamadhBy a’) that the name of a sacrifice serves to distinguish it even 
‘*from that sacrifice which may have been originally mentioned in the 
“ Context ; and hence it will distinguish actions all the more easily from 
those that are not mentioned in the same Context, with regard to which 
“ there can he no idea of identity. 

‘‘In the case in question we find that the names ^ adcihhya* and 
are not known to belong to any sacrifice mentioned in the 
“ Context ; and hence the sentence cannot he taken as laying down a mere 
“repetition of the same. Consequently we conclude that the sentence 
“ lays down the Mkdha sacrifice which forms part of the Jyotishtoma — 
“ this conclusion being pointed out by the similarity of the injunction of 
holding Nor is the case in question similar to that of the ‘ touching 
“of the calf’ ; (1) because in the first of the two sentences in question, 
“ we find the direct mention of the ^ sacrifice,* and in the second, we have 
“ a specific name, which serves to distinguish the Action so named fi*om 
“ all other Actions ; and (2) because the presence of the injunction of 
“‘holding* in the sentences transfers, to the actions herein mentioned, 
“all the details of the lyotishfoma ; and as such these actions become 
“fully equipped with all the necessary factors of the Material and the 
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“ Deify, etc. (wMch is not found in the case of the sentence ‘ vatsama- 

lablieta ^). 

“ And for* these reasons, we conclude that the sentences lay down 
** distinct sacrifices.*’ 

SIDDHINTA. 

To the above we make the following reply : — 

In the case of sentences where we have only the Name and the holding 
mentioned (as in the case in question), the chances of the mention of a 
sacrifice are very much less than in the case of the sentence ‘ vatsama-- 
lahhBta ’ ; because the former is devoid even of the mention of a Material. 

That is to say, we find that, in the sentences in question, the mention 
of the Deity is a long way off; and even the object that would form the 
objective of the mentioned ‘holding’ is not mentioned. Because the 
substance cannot be pointed out except by a class or by a property. 
And so long as it has not been ascertained that the actions mentioned in 
the sentences are sacrifices, there can be no idea as to the sacrifices being 
similar to the Jyotishtoma ; and as such ^ Soma* (the material offered 
at the Jyotishtoma) could not be recognized as the material to be held. 
And as for the verb * grhnCiti* also, there is no reason to believe that it is 
always concomitant with the JyoHshtoma\ because all that it expresses 
is mere holding (and this action is present in all sacrifices). 

Hor are the names in question^ — ‘ Addhhya * and * Angu ’ — the names 
of any sacrifices, whereby they could serve to distinguish these sacrifices. 
Because these words have been accepted as names, simply on the ground 
of their co-extensiveness with ‘ holding ’ ; and as for the difference of 
‘ holding ’ from the previous sacrifices, we also admit it ; but it does not 
follow from this that the sentence lays down a distinct Sacrifice, 

As a matter of fact, we have proved, under Sutra II — ii — 18, that 
even when such sentences are accompanied by the mention of Deities and 
Materials, they cannot be taken as laying down sacrifices^ While in the 
case in question, we do not find even this (mention of the Deity and the 
Material). As for the sacrifice that is mentioned by the word ‘ yajeta ’ in 
the sentence speaking of the AdAbhya^ it cannot, in the present instance, 
be taken as enjoined by the Injunctive affix (in ‘ yajeta ’), which has its 
injunctive potency transferred elsewhere (to the Accessory), — as shown 
under the F'&rvapahsha of the Sutra II — ii — 27. Therefore the sentence 
(speaking of Adahhya) must be taken as laying down the ‘holding ’ with 
reference to a certain sacrifice (laid down before). 

Question : “ But how do you connect the An^u with a sacrifice (as 
“the sentence speaking of it does not contain the word ^yajati^) ? ” 

In reply to this some people assert that its connection withn sacrifice 
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is established by means of the lyoUslitoma, with which it has the 
similarity of the presence of ‘ holding.’ As a matter of fact, however, 
we find that both the sentences in question occur again in connection with 
. yotishtoma, m the Taittiriya Resoension of the Text. And this repetition 
of the sentences having no other use, would serve the purpose of pointiner 
out the fact of the Angu and the AdSbhya lading employed in certain 
Actions. And just as in the case of the sentence ‘ saptadaga samidhBmh, 
etc., the mention of the ‘seventeen’ not occurring in any particular 
context, it is utilized by being taken along with the Smiidhern, and its use 

IS pointed out by the sentences in the same Context so also would it be 
in the case in question. 

Hence we conclude that the only reasonable position to take up, in 
regard to the sentences in question, is that which is expressed in the 
butra II— m— 12,— OTz., that they lay down secondary preparatory rites. 


adhie:ara]s[a. (lo). 

[The Agnicayana is a secondary preparatory rite ] 

Sutra (21): ‘‘The word ‘Agni* would be cognised as denoting 
a sacrifice, because of the presence of indicative marks,’’ 

In connection with the sentence * agnincinute ’ followed by the 
sentences — ‘ athato^ gnimagnishtorrienanuyajati, tamuhthyena, tamatiratrena, 
tarn shodagina^ etc.’ — we have a threefold doubt : (1) Does it lay down a 
distinct Sacrifice ? or (2) Does it lay down mere Cayana (collecting) ? or 
(3) Does it lay down an accessory for all the Primary and Subsidiary 
sacrifices ? And on this we have the following 

PURVAPAKSHA. 

“ (1) As we do not find the sentence repeated again in the Con- 
“ text, as we do in the case of the sentences dealt with in the foregoing 
Adhiharanaf — (2) as no useful purpose would be served by the mere 
“ purification of Agni, — we conclude, from the very fact of the presence 
“ of the name, that the sentence lays down a distinct sacrifice ; and thus 
“ alone could we justify the subsequent mention of the Result, in the 
‘ ‘ sentence * JddhnoH, etc.’ hTor can the result herein mentioned be said to 
“ follow from an Accessory ; because no substrate of any such Accessory 
is mentioned in the Context, 

“ And then, we perceive that such distinctive raai’ks as the U^asad, 
“ etc., which are the invariable accompaniments of the Soma sacrifice^ 
“ are connected with the Action mentioned in the sentence in question. 

“ So also, in the sentences ‘ athato'gnimagnishtomenUnuyajati^ etc.,’ 
we find that ‘ Agni ’ is the name of a sacrifice to be performed ; because 
“ the sentence ‘ agnim yajati ’ is precisely similar to the sentence * samidho 
^^yajati^' wherein it has been shown, under Sutra I — iv — 4, that the 
“ word ‘ samidJiah ’ is the name of a sacrifice ; and hence we come to take 
the sentence in question as laying down a sacrifice qualified by the name 
“ ‘ And this ‘ Aym* ’-sacrifice comes to be qualified by the 

sansthd’s of the Agnishfoma, which are found to be present in it. 
“ Then as for the words ‘ dvirUtray etc., they could he taken as pointing 
“ out the alternatives of time, 

“ Or, (when the sentence in question is not taken as laying down a 
“ sacrifice), inasmuch as the subsequent sentence is a mere injunction 
of the sansthd's^ the mention of the word ‘ yajati ’ could be taken as a 
“ mere reference to a certain previous sacrifice. If, however, the word 
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in the originative Injunction the sentence in question), 
signify a sacrifice, — then, on account of the coextensiveness of ‘ Agni ^ with 
sacrifice' appearing subsequently (in the subsequent sentences), it is 
“ concluded that in the very first sentence, the ‘ Agni ' is the name of a 
** sacrifice. 

‘‘Then, as for the particle ‘ (m ^ anuyajatV), it only serves to 
“ refer to the fact of the Agni sacriftp&.it^'^^l^ii the Jijotish^ 

“ toma, which fact is also mentione(|:% ^ ' ; -Ax 
“ anishtvB, n^nyena yajBta.' [‘ Until , qifi Ih# • ' v* " - . 

“ he should not perform any other.j«imif»|V'^|. . ‘ 

“ Or the sentence ‘ agmmagm$^^m^ mi^AimUg the ^ ^ 

“ fact of the Agni being suhsequently^ 0 ^^mi'\^ ^ ' 

“ of the Agnishtoma , — such subsequc^:perfWMai),0«,’^.ft^#i#fhiis|p'e 
“ if ‘ Agni ’ were a sacrifice. In all ^ 

“or precedence is laid down onl^ femtog Ihiiit ait 

“ and action ; for instance, in th^^fciatetice '* he ftltewi, \%fler 
“such following could be possible 'only wKcn $iso ^ 

“ moving ; so in the case in question the performance of the 
“ quent to the Agnishtoma would be possible only when the Agni ^uld be 
“ similar in character to the Agnishtoma (and as such the^,,4!if^J*^uld not ^ 
“ but be a sacrifice, like the Agnishtoma'). 

“ Hence we conclude that tho^erifencTm question lays down a 
“ sacrifice which has for its prMfSure all that is mentioned in the subse- 
“ quent ‘ anuyajati' " 

“In accordance with the last of the above explanations, the Agni 
“ sacrifice,' performed after the Agnishtoma, would become its subsidiary ; 
“and hence the mention of its Jfeesfilt (in the sentence ^ Rdhnoti, eto.^) 

“ would be a mere ArthavMa (in accordance with the Butra IV — hi — 1). 

“ While according to the former interpretation, the Agni being an inde- 
pendent sacrifice by itself, the sentence ‘ Rdhnoti, etc/ would serve 
“ the purpose of laying down the result following from that Sacrifice, 

“ in accordance with the Sutra TV — ^iii — 18 ; and as such the Agni 
“ sacrifice would come to be one performed for the sake of the accom- 
“ plishment of a desirable end. Herein alone lies the di:fference between 
“ the two explanations given above.’^ 


SIDDHJlNTA. 

Sutra (22) : The Material would be mentioned {hy the word), 
because the Injunction is for that purpose. 

InasniTich as thelword 'Agni' is one that has its signification 
nni-yersally known, unless this signification is found to give rise to 
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eevtain aaomalies, like syntactical split. etc..-we cannot reject the sense 
of Fire, and take the word as the name of a sacrifice. i 

That is to say. the word ^ Agni ’ is nob known to have any Ixtera 
meaning, like the words and the rest; nor is it a<^ompanied 

r;“,r o< ». toe cndito. ot 

‘ Tatprahhya' and ‘ TadvayapadSg/l’ (explained in Adh. I. Pada iv) , 
and ince it conld not he taken as the J^ame of a sacnfice. 

U has been nrged above that it fulfils the condition 

1 -3 A In ctnf-ra I— iv— 4 But it would have been so if the Agm 

:^oLr in\. ..«*.«», .. * P«t o. a. s^naoe. 

- matter^ of fact, it is as already forming part of the sacrifice, 

■ i. mentioned in the sentence, as something to be punfaed 
...tion). And it has never been spoken of as to be so 
A nvtiiwd 'in abv ofcnw. s<yii|ence save the one in question) ; and hence the 
' *” ^ 'ml i' I V. ■ '1 ii'insriv — 4 does not apply to the present 




thq y^^ply-'- to ' ^hafe, ^ so ^ ■ tb# 




W *Wm X, * r/fc-wv 

* W ' ’ ) 

’iiihg related, without 6oextensiveneII-, * 
to he pmiiied respectively. / / 

Thus then, the word ‘ AgnC being found % hhve ordmaiy 
well-known signification, and the word ‘ cinutB,' not signityuiF * ‘ sacn- 
fioe,’ and being devoid of any mention of a Deity or a suOEnvnce, the 
sense of the Injunction comes to be that ‘ one should prepare the Pire 
by means of Gayana^^ 

In this manner, tlie Accusative ending: in * Agnim also becomes 
justified. While if the word ‘ Agni ’ were the name of a sacrifice, it would 
be as difficult to justify the Accusative ending , in the present case, 

as it is in * agnihotram juhuyS>tJ ^ ^ 

Objection : “ How then do you explain the words ‘ anu ’ and ‘ yajah 

‘‘ (in the subsequent sentence) ? 

Be^ply : The word * yajatV would signifiy the FkaJiaMna Satras (ot 
the Jyotuhtoma) ; while the word ‘ anu ’ would mean that these Satras 
are to be performed after the Guyana of the Fire. 

That is to say, if the word ^ Agni^ were coextensive with 
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® agmsliiomena^ tlien ifc would be very difficult to connect it properly (with 
tlie rest of the sentence). So also if the Accusative ending in ^ Agnim ’ 
signified the ohjectwe. As a matter of fact however the word * Agni ’ is 
not co-extensive with ^ ctgfiislitoTYienci ^ j and as for the Accusative ending 
in it, it is due to the presence of the harma^ravacamya ‘ anu^ (^oide Panini 
j— S'^d II-— iii^ 8). And the meaning of the subsequent sentence 
comes to be that ‘one should perform the Agnishtoma, eta, after the 
G ay ana of Fir 

Though the word ‘ Fire ' dGnotes Fire in general, yet, in the 
present sentence (f agnimagnishtom^na, etcJ), on account of the peculiar 
context, it denotes the particuliar Fire that has been purified or 
prepared by the Oayana method. Hence it is that the sentp>i^'' ^ 
the ‘ sacrifice should be performed after the w 

Thus then, all the sentences — ^ 

purpose of making the Fire a subsidiary to ' "" 

Question : “ When the Fires have alrt}*'‘j . ; \ i^’r 

‘‘ original Injunction, as subsidiaries to the origir^al #ae 
“ toma, why should they have been mentioDcd c * ^*v 
“ sequent sentences, in connection with the 
original sacrifice ? ” 

This we shall explain later on, under 
Hor is it necessary that freceim^o 


sequence (as signified by 
the word ^anu') should always be between objects of the same class ; 
because we actually find^urh sequence between heterogeneous objects also ; 
as for instance, we do not find any incongruity in the sentence ‘ eats after 
the cooking f It has been urged above that in the sentence ‘ Devadatta 
follows Yajnadatta ^ we find a sameness of action, ^But in that case it is 
all right ; as the other noun is simply’ mentioij^d in the Nominative, 
without any other action being mentioned in coAection with it (and as 
such it is only right that the only action mentioned should be attributed 
to it as well). In the case in question (in the sentence ‘ agnimagnishtom- 
Bna, etcJ), on the other hand, we have a distinct action mentioned, in the 
shape of the ‘ Cayana,’ by the word ‘ agrmw ^ ; and as such the present case 
is not similar to that of the sentence * Devadatta follows Yajnadatta/ 

Sutra (23) : On account of the fact of the connection of Agni 
with all sacrifices, a sacrifice might be named ‘Agni,' but 
that name would only serve to lay down the details of the 
sacrifice. 

In the case of such sentences as ‘ agneh Qastram ’ (that have been cited 
by the Furvajpaksha as showing that * Agni ' is the name of a sacrifice),— 
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ADHIKARANA (11). 

[The Monthly Agnihotra is a distinct 8acfiJiGeJ\ 

SMtra (24): When there is a difference of Context, there is 
difference in the Bhavana. 

We have finished the consideration of the question of the Difierentia- 
tion of actions by means of Accessories, — and we have also dealt with all 
side-issues of such questions,' — as to what sort of Accessory is that men- 
tioned in the subsequent sentence, which, not being applicable to the 
action mentioned in the previous sentence, makes that mentioned in the 
subsequent action different from it ; and which sort is that which is appli- 
cable to the previous action, and as such does not make any difference in 
the Action. And the five means of differentiation having been dealt with, 
we now proceed to consider the differentiation of actions by Context. 

[In connection with the Kunia^oyintimayanay we find the sentence 
^ mdsamagnihotrarn juhotu mdsam darqapttrnamdsabhydm yajatd^; and on 
this there arises a doubt as to whether these sentences lay down the 
month as the time for the previously mentioned Agnihotra and the Parpa- 
Purnamdsa, or they lay down actions totally different from these.] 

And on this we have the following 

PURVA.PAKSHA, 

“ Such words as ‘ Agnihotra,’ and the like, having already on one ocoa- 
sion denoted a certain action, the mere fact of the word occurring after a 
long interval does not make any difference in the Action itself. That 
“ is to say, just as whether the word ^Agnihotra ’ is uttered in Yalahhi or in 
Pdtalijpzitfa, it does not signify two different things *, so no matter whe- 
“ther the word occur in one context or in another, its denotation can- 
“not be different. For certainly the difference in the context does not 
bring about a fresh denotative potency in the word. And hence the 
‘‘ verbs * yajate ’, ^Jnhot%* etc., also as qualified by these woi*ds (Agnihotra^ 
“ etc.), do not signify anything different j specially as the absence of 
“another meaning does not make anything meaningless or irrelevant. 
“ For, in the case in question, the mention of the ‘month’ is not incom- 
“ patible with the ordinary Agnihotra ; because the monthly Agnihotra 
“ could very well be taken as an alternative to the Zifelong Daily Agnihotra^ 
“ Or, it may be that the lifelong daily performance is laid for that Agni- 
hotra which forms a necessary duty; while there are other occasional 
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performances of the same Agnihotra with a view to the obtaiuing of cer- 
tain desirable results ; and it is for these that the sentence lays down 
“ the ‘ month ’ as the time.1 JAnd it is only desirable that the syntax (of 
“ the sentence in question) should set aside that which is pointed out by 
‘‘ the Context.’’ 

' - /* Or, the sentence may be taken as laying down the performability 
“ of the Agnihotra^ for a month only, even when the sacrificer has been 
initiated (for the Satra of the Kun^a^ayin^mayana) (though during the 
“period of initiation for one sacrifice, the performance of all other sacri- 
“ fices is to be suspended) ; and hence the purport of the sentence would be 
“ that, even in the midst of the Kun^ayUyinUmayana, the Agnihotra 
“ should be performed for a month. 

“ Or again, the sentence might be taken as referring to the same 
“ Agnihotra, etc., with a view to enjoin them, as, together with the Soma- 
“ sacrifices mentioned in connection with the Kundayayinamayana, bringing 
“ about a certain result. Nor does this companionship of other sacrifices 
“ make any difference in the Agnihotra itself ; because though Devadatta 
“ may be used to taking his food alone by himself, yet, if, by chance, he 
“ happens to take it along with a number of people, his identity does not 
“ suffer by that circumstance. And that, for the bringing about of different 
“ results, it is not necessary for the Action to be different, we have 
“ already shown under the A^htyadhiharana (II — ^iii — 3). Nor is there 
“ any such hard and fast rule that only the subsidiaries of a sacrifice can 
“ be performed along with it ; for there is nothing incongruous in even a 
“ Primary sacrifice being mentioned by its name, as to be performed along, 
^ ** with another sacrifice, when there is found to be a certain deficiency in 
“ the instrumental potency of this latter (and hence, even though the 
“ Agnihotra is not subsidiary to the Kundapctyinamayana, yet there would 
“ be nothing incongruous in its being performed along with the latter). 

“ Por these reasons, we conclude that the Agnihotra, etc., mentioned 
“ in the sentences in question are the same as those mentioned before.” 

STDDHANTA. 

To the above we make the following reply : — 

In the sentence in question, we find that the Monthly Agnihotra is 
kid down as to be performed after the Uyasads ; whereas we do not find 
any such JJpasads preceding the original Agnihotra 5 and as such the two 
Agnihotras must be different. 

‘ That is to say, if the sentence in question had simply laid down the 
month, then wo could have thought that the time had been laid down with 
reference to the onginal As a matter of fact, however, such 
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IS not the case ; as the sentence distinctly mentions the action as to he 
performed after the Ujiasads-, and as such the sequence to the Upas ids mnst 
he taken as qualifying the time for the performance of this sacridoe. In 
connection with the original Agnihotra, however, we do not find any 
mentioii of these Upasads, either as foreign to it, or as forming an inteo-ral 

part of It. If, again, the sentence were taken as laying down— ''l)°the 
Upasads, (2) the sequence to the Upasads, and (3) the Mo»f^,_then there 
being various ohjecte of Injunction, there would be a syntactical split. 

This also meets all the other declarations of the Purvapah.sha—tha.b 
the sentence lays down the performability, in the midst of the iSafm of 
the otherwise prohibited Agnihotra, either as an independent sacrifice,’ or 
as a part of the Satra itself. Because in all these cases, the mention of 
the Spence to the Upasads and of would be whoHy meaningless 

When, however, the sentence is taken as laying down a distinct 

Agmtmtra, there would be nothing incongruous in the laving down of 

many tilings. Hence the sentence must be taken as laying down a 
distinct nown a 


Such is the SvUhmta as represented by the Bhashya. But there i^ 
SI Itof s- representation of the LdUnla. It is 

theie otherwise being a syntactical split,— then the present instance too 
becomes one of the Differentiation of Actions by means of syntactical 
split (already dealt with above), and not by that of Oontext (what is really 
meant to be shown here). Or, again, the Actions would be different on 
account of the impossibility of the manifold accessories mentioned in the 
sentence in question belonging to the original Agnihotra; and thus tL 

Zm'7^ Accessories, there would be no 

ZLnH t ^ Difference of Context (towards that 

d ffeientiation). Because even if the sentence in question had occurred in 

Oontext as that of the original Agnihotra, then too, it could not 
but have been taken as mentioning a distinct Action, b cause of the 

Being inapplicable to S: 

■fi ^^rther even though the reason shown in the Bhashya mio-ht 
vi h d^eulty establish the difference between the two A,niLas,°jet 

ITro are not mentioned as preceded by the 

hr’Svn 1 Tl darinpurnamnsahlgam’ 

Uys down^only the connection of the sacrifice with the Month ; and as 
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such there being no syntactical split, there would be nothing to show that 
the Darga]purnamasa herein mentioned is different from that mentioned 
before. 

The following argument might here be brought forward : We could 
“ connect the clsbuse ^ upasadhhigcaritvS^^ with, this second sentence also ; 
“and that would make this case exactly similar to that of the 
“ hotra,^* 

But this is scarcely correct ; because it is only when no sense is got. 
out of the sentence as it stands, that there can be an introduction, from 
outside, of such clauses as. have their use elsewhere ; and we do not find 
this to be the case in the sentence ‘ masam dargapurnamosabhyam yajate,\ 

That is to say, the supplying of words fi'om without is allowable only 
in such cases where without those words, no meaning is obtained. As 
for instance, in the sentence twnsam vaigvadevena^, unless we supply the 
word ^yajate ’ from the previous sentence, the sentence gives no meaning 
whatever ; atid hence this supplying is allowable. In the case in question, 
on the other hand, the sentence ‘ mamm darQapurnamdsfibhydm^ etc^^ is com- 
plete in itself, and stands in need of nothing from outside itself. And the 
clause ^ tijpasadhhigcarit'ua ^ also has already had its use in the former 
sentence, and stands in need of no other sentence (with which it could 
be connected). And thus we find that there is no reason for the said 
supplying of the clause. I 

Under the circumstances, if one were clever enough to supply the 
clause for the purpose of causing a syntactical split, — we could not 
thwart his clever design. But in those cases the clause ‘ upasadhTiig- 
caritvcb ^ being added over and over again, we would have the performance 
of endless Ujpasads ; and this is far from desirable ; as there is nothing in 
the Yeda countenancing such endless Upasads. If it be urged that, — 
“ though it is actually performed before the Agnihotra alone, yet that per- 
formance could be taken as preceding all the other (subsequently mentioned) 
sacrifices also,’* — then the words too would be exactly in the s^ime way ; 
i,e., the precedence of the JJpa$ads would be mentioned before the sentence 
speaking of the Agnihotra only ; and it would pertain to the other sacrifices 
also, in accordance with the order in which they are mentioned ; and so 
in this case also there is no need of the supplying of the said clause to the 
subsequent sentences. 

Thus then the explanation of the SiddhUnta^ as given in the Bhdshya^ 
being found to be untenable, we must explain it in the following 
manner: — 

When the Accessory, though mentioned in a separate Context, is laid 
down as a matter of independent Injunction, ie., forms the predicate of 
the sentence, then it can be relegated to the previous action (and would 
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not make any difference in it) ; when however the Accessory is men- 
tioned only as an Uddegy a {not an object of Injunction, but an accomplished 
thing, forming the subject of the sentence), then the action with 
reference to which it appears must be taken as different from the previous 
action. 

In the case in question, we perceive a difference between the two 
Agniliotras^ not because of their being mentioned in separate Contexts, 
but because of the fact of all connection with the previous Context having 
been cut off. That is to say, when no idea of the original Agnihotra is 
present in the mind, at the time that the sentence in question is met with, 
then the action mentioned in this latter cannot but be recognized as differ- 
ent from the previous AgniJiotra. And as for the difference of Contexts, 
even though it is present, it does not serve any useful purpose with 
regard to the differentiation ; as we shall show under Sutra II — iii — 25. 

In all cases, we find that the factors connected with the Action, when 
Context has been wholly cut off, are mentioned in two wayvS : (1) as an 
upadeya {i,e,j capable of being brought about by human effort, and as such 
forming the object of an Injunction), and (2) as an amipddeya (wliieh 
cannot be so brought about and be an object of Injunction). Of these 
two, that which is UpddBya— e.p., the Ahavamya^ Pratipat and the like — is 
capable of being laid down even for those actions that have been men- 
tioned in a sentence at a great distance from it; while that winch is 
amiptideya, — e.g.^ the Place ^ Time^ Occasion^ EesuUy and the object of 
purification^ — if it happens to be mentioned in a different place from 
that of the Action, it cannot be laid down with reference to that Action ; 
and hence in all such cases, the meaning comes to be that the Action 
should he performed at that place, time, etc., etc. 

When an Action, that has been laid down with reference to some- 
thing else, is found to be presented, in exactly the same form, by another 
sentence, then, we recognize the action to be the same in both sentences. 
When, however, there is even the slightest discrepancy that does not quite 
exactly present the previous Action, then the very fact of that Action 
being enjoined with reference to something else, gives rise to the idea that 
the Action latterly mentioned is different from the previous one ; and 
this idea not being capable of being set aside, we finally conclude that 
the two Actions are wholly different. 

Because in this latter case, the Injunctive word throws out the 
following challenge : ‘ I am laying down this Action wdth reference to 
sonjething that is itself anupadeya; and as unless it has appeared in 
the form in which it is here laid down, it cannot be thus laid down, I 
am making it appear by sheer force (I will perforce act as the origina- 
tive Injunction of the sacrifice) j and if there is any other Injnnetive 
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sentence that coulcl serve as its originative Injunction,— let that sentetic© 
now come forward and show forth that Action in its true form while 
I am thinking of myself bringing about that oi’iginative Injunction if, 
howeveiy any other Injunctive sentence does not now bring forward the 
required Action,— -then, when I have nay self forcibly brought it up, none 
of them should turn up and find fault with me for such forced action.’ 

And when this challenge has been thrown out, if we find any sentence 
presenting the Action in the requisite form, then the challenging sentence 
also serves to lay dowm the same 'Action with reference to a particular 
place or time, etc. If, however, it fails to he brought up by any other 
Injunctive sentence, then, we conclude that that very Injunction serves as 
tlie originative Injunction of that Action. 

Thus then, in the case in question, the Month could not he enjoined 
with reference to the Agnihotra mentioned at a greafc distance. Because 
it is not possible for any person to bring about the Month to-day, for the 
sake of any Homa ; and as such the Month never being capable of being 
the object of an Injunction, and ever retaining tbe character of the 
anupadBya , — it must be admitted that it is the Koma that is laid down 
with reference to the Month ; and as the injunctive potency of this 
sentence is not in any way set aside by the former originative Injunction 
of the Agnihotra^ the Action, which has been taken as being enjoined 
wdth reference to the Months comes to be primarily brought up by the 
sentence in question. ,^nd -as there can ; be no originative Injunction of 
that which has already been once enjoined, — we conclude the Action laid 
down in the sentence in question to he distinct from that laid down in the 
previous sentence. 

OhjetUon: “Inasmuch as the word ^ Agnihotra^ in the sentence in 
“ question is the same as that which appears along with the former 
“originative Injunction (of the Ag?iihotra), it sets aside the capability of 
“ the sentence in question to enjoin the same Action ; and as such this 
“ would come to have its injunctiveness restricted to the connection of the 
“ Month (with the same Action). And then, when an Action, that is 
“ px'esented to the mind only by means of its proximity to the sentence in 
“ question, is not admitted to be enjoined over again (as a distinct 
“ Action) ; then it would he all the more impossible for that Action to be 
“ enjoined over again, which is presented to the mind by its very name. 
“ That is to say, even where the Action is mentioned in a different 
“ sentence, the mere fact of its being recognized, on account of proximity, 
“ as the same Action, removes all notion of difference between the two 
“ actions, — then how could it be that the action is not recognized to be the 
“ same, in a case where in the very sentence it is mentioned by its actual 
JS'ame ? ” 
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: Even if a vveaker reason presents the action, as it is 
originally intended (or as is meant to be referred to in the subsequent 
sentence), we conclude the Action to be the same. 

That is to say, if by mere proximity ^ the Action, mentioned in the 
sentence speaking of the particular place, time, etc,, happens to be 
presented in exactly the same form (by the previous sentence), — we do 
not admit the actions to be different. As for the iVame, however, as, 
from the very outset, it is dependent upon the Yerb, it can have nothing to 
do with the difference or non-difference of Actions. Consequently, while 
the hTame Agnihotra^) is still awaiting the operation of the Verb, as 
soon as tbe sentences ^ masam Juhotiy ymasam yajatB^ are heard, our 
attention becomes rivetted on to the expressiveness of the verbs ^juhoti^ 
and ^yajatB'\ and at that time, no other ‘ AToma ' or ‘ pi'esents 

itself, either in the same sentence or even in the same context ; conse- 
quently no such previous ‘ Homa ’ or ^ Ydga ■ comes to he identified with 
that mentioned in the sentence in question. 

Then again, though the Name * Agnihotr a ^ might bring up into close 
pi’oximity with the sentence in question, the mere Eoot-meaning of the 
word ^juJioti/ yet it could not so bring up the original Bhavana (of the 
original Injunction of the A ; and consequently the Bhcivanci 
mentioned in the sentence in question would always be cognized as dis- 
tinct from that of the previous sentence. 

That is to say, it is a universally acknowledged fact that, in all cases, 
Names belong to the Root-meanings through coextensiveness, and not to 
the BJiavanas (that is to sa,jy the sentence - agnihof ram juhuydt^ is always 
explained as ^ agmhotrBna^ihomenajuhuyaf‘,\'wheve\n the name Agnihoira is 
expressed as coextensive with the Homa which is signified by the root * M,* 
and not with the BMvana which is expressed by the Injunctive affix in 
^julmyab ’). And hence'at the time when we are considering the difference 
and non- difference of BhavanUsy—even though the Root-meaning be found 
to be the same in both cases, yet the BMvand> is not recognized as the 
same, because the BMvanS> is not expressed by anything else save the 
verbal affix, and this verbal affix in the sentence in question is different 
from that in the original Injunction, and as such cannot bring up into our 
mind the former Bhavana. And thus it is found that the purpose (i.e., 
Bhavana) of the two sentences is distinct. 

Or, we may go a step further, and declare that the Root- meanings too 
would be distinct ; because in a verb, that which is denoted by the Root 
appears as something yet to be accomplished, which is not the form in^' 
which it is presented by the Name, which always denotes a well-cstat 
lished entity. 

That is to say, the ^word ^Juhoti,^ in the sentence in question,’ 
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prese^lts, for tlie sake of the Injimction, the Howa, which is denoted by 
the root hu, as something still unaccomplished ; and it is not such an 
unaccomplished JBfbwa that is mentioned by such a name as ^ Agnihotr a 
which always denotes a definite full-fledged substance connected with a 
particular gender and a definite number; and thus the JToma mentioned 
in ^juhoti ’ could not be recognized as the same as that mentioned in 
\Agnihotra ' ; and as such they too would be distinct. 

If, even when the Contexts are difierent, the former Action were 
mentioned by a word expressive of an unaccomplished entity, or the 
BMvanH meant to be expressed were connected with that unaccom- 
plished entity, — ^then, in that case, it would be concluded that the second 
sentence simply brings forward the Action mentioned in the former 
sentence, with a view to lay it down with reference to a particular result ; 
and in this cuse, there ipay be non-difierence between the Actions. As 
for instance, in the case of the sentences ‘ aHratragcaturvimgah, jpraya* 
myamahagcatvardh,^ ‘ ahhijplavah sJiadaMh^^ ‘ prshthah shadahah^^ etc., 
etc., and also in the sentence ‘ varunapraghasesJivavahlirtham yantV 

When, on the other hand, we find that the Injunctiveness occurs in a 
distinct Context, is connected with distinct results, etc., partakes of the 
character of the originative Injunction, and is not set aside by the more 
authoritative originativo^Injuuctiveness of any previous word which is far 
removed from it, — then, if such an Injnnotiveness happens to point to 
a difierenee between the Actions feoncerned, we caniiot hut admit such a 
difference. 

' ; Though we have shown that there is a difference of the Eoot- 
meauing also, yet, in reality, it is only the BhavanU that is distinct, and 
not the Root-meaning ; because we have no mention of the root ‘ yaji^"^ 
in the Injunctions oidsana^ ^ mnaspaiayah satramdsiran* etc,, where we find 
the same Root-meaning mentioned by the subsequent Name also ; and in 
these cases it is only the Bhdvand that is found to be distinct. 

That is to say, the Root-meaning would appear as different only 
when the Root used would be wholly dissimilar from the ISTame. In the 
case of the however, we find that there is no mention of the root 
‘ Q'^d that the Rame employed gives rise to the idea of the previous 
sacrifice ; and hence in this case, it is only the Bhdvana that is different 
in the two cases. 

Thus then the words of the Sutra ^ prdkarandntarB prayojandnyatvaon ’ 
become fully justified (' Prayojana-' — Bhavana), 

fc It shoul(i"be noted that the author of the Bhashya also hiis men- 
ttioned the Time^ which is anupddBya, as the ground of differentiation ; 
though he has referred to this Tme by means of the sentence ^ upauid-' 
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V(and hence there is in reality not much discrepancy in the 
Bhash^a eithev). 

As for the other objections — * The Upas ads also are enjoined ^ and tlie 

like,— these should be met, by being admitted, in the way shown in the 

jihhyUsadhilcarana, 


I 

I 




ADHIKARANA (12). 

\The Agneya^ Kd,myeshtis.'\ 

Sutra (25): The Result mentioned apart from Actions (is a 
means of difference). 

All the six canses of differentiation liave been dealt -with. We now 
proceed to show another way in which the Difference of Context 
operates towards differentiation. There are people who hold the di^erentia- 
tion (in the case cited in the last Adhikarana) to be made by a Difference 
of Context only (according to the Bhasbya) ; while others (according 
to the VMika) holdi it to be made by the connection of a particular 
time; and they do not admit of any differentiation brought about merely 
by such agencies as non-proximity or the relationship of an anujpddeya 
substance. It is with a view to explain the real state of things to 
these persons that the present Sutra has been introduced. And what 
is dealt with in the present Adhikarana is not a seventh cause of differen- 
tiation. 

Then, the fact of Place and Occasion being anupadeya is too well 
known, as lias been shown in the foregoing Adhikarana ; and hence in the 
present Adhikarana we do not cite any examples of these. And in 
fact, the following two passages too — dealing as they do with Place 
and Occasion — should have been dealt with in the preceding Adhikarana^ 
viz*: (1) ^ BatrayUvagurya vigvajita yajeta* ^ Samyutthane vlgvajit^^ etc* 
(these two speaking of Occasion) ; and (2) ^ Bakshinena tlrena sarasvatyah^ 
* agneyenashtMapal^na gamyd parasamiydt * (speaking of Place)* Though, 
as in the case of the Atirdtra^ etc., so in these also, we do not find any 
mention of the root ‘ yaji^^ yet, inasmuch as, without the inference of the 
presence of the root ^yaji,^ the sentences containing the words with the 
Nominal affix would remain incomplete, (the ^yajp is inferred directly 
as the sentences have been pronounced), and hence the sentences do not 
stand in need of the ‘ yaji * occurring in any other sentence ; and 
hence the actions mentioned in them must be taken as distinct from 
any others previously mentioned. 

Then as for the other two Anuj^ddexjas—ilxB PesuU and the Ohject 
to he purified (or pi*epared)— ^we proceed to consider them now, amenable, 
as they ai’e, to the same line of reasoning. 

Of these two, the mention of the Result has been cited in the 
Bhdshya : ^ IgxieyamashidJcapalanmrvapet nikkdmah^' ^ AgnUkomiyame’kd- 
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‘ daf^ahapmanmrvapBt hrahmavarcasakSviah,’ ‘ AMramehadaQar,ap(llannir. 
^pet prajakamah. And as for the mention of the ohjecb to he purified, 
we have the sentence TraidMiavzya dikshaniyd,' etc., which lays down 
a puiificatorj rite for tlie sacrificer. 

The Bha,hya speaks of the sentences as being found without reference 
to any parUcular Action ■, and this is done with a view to show that 
o/Orir not capable of being dealt with under Difference 

[The question being as to whether the sentences in question only 
serve to lay down certain results with reference to the original I», 
etc., or they lay down distinct sacrifices], we have the following 

PtiEVAPAKSHA. 

“ phalavidhiriU.—Hii&t is to say, the sentence in question 

lays down the Eesult with reference to the Sacrifice mentioned before 
-just in the same manner as Ihamnlya and the rest are laid down- 
because the Eesulfcs herein laid down are capable of being desired’ 

even by one who is engaged in the Uarfa-PsmamSsa.” 

SIDDHAETA. 

f SesMlt oan never he enjoined. The sense 

o las IS that, on account of the reasons shown under Butra VI— i-~-3 of the 
8vangakajzUhikarana, i\e Besuli has always the character of the uddSoya 
(that subject with regard to which something else is enjoined). Because if 
the Result were enjoined, it could be so only with regard to the Action; and 
as such becoming a part of the Action itself, it would lose its character of 
Result (to be brought about by that Action). And on the other hand, if 

the Action were not enjoined with reference to the Result, then it would 

not have the character of the means to that Result; and as such it would 
become fruitless. If again, both (Action and Result) were uddepya, or 
both were vidheya, then they would have no connection with each other. 
And so the only alternative left to us is to admit that the sentence lays 
down an Action with regard to a particular Result, And then, just as in 
le precet mg case (of an Action being laid down with reference to 
a particular time, so in the present case also), the Action thus laid down 

in the sentence in question would be one that is wholly distinct from 
all previous aotaons. 

The same line of reasoning would apply also to the case of the 
sentence that speaks of a purificatory rite for the sacrificer, 

Noi is it possible for the transient Desire (for certain results) to be 
the means of accomplishing such eternal Actions as the AgnSya, etc, (and 
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this is what it would come to if the sentences were taken as laying down 
the Kesult with reference to sacrifices). 

For these reasons, we conclude that the sentences in question lay down 
Actions that are distinct from all previous Actions. 


ADHIKABANA (13), 

tThe AvSshti resulting in the Acquidtim of FooA.I 

SUtra { 26 ) : When there is proximity, there is no separation ; 
and hence the second mention is for the purpose of pointine 
out another Result. 

The present is introdaced by way of a counter-instance 

to all the preceding Adhiharanas based upon nm-froximity. 

The mention of the ‘Result’ (in the Sutra) indicates all other 
AnupadSyas. And hence the sentences forming the subject-matter of the 
present AdUkarana are all the following: (1) ' Agneyo's-ktShapUlo- 
bHavaU. . . . etayS annUdyakamam yajaySt,' or ‘ Bargapurnam.asal'hyam 
bmrgaUmo yajsta,' ' ggsMt svishtakttam yafsi,’ etc. (mentioning the 
MesuU) i (2) ‘Same DarfapurnamasabhySm yajsi ' (mentioning the 
Flaoe) ; (3) ‘ Paurnamasyam Paurnamasya yajet ’ (mentioning the Time) ; 

and (4) ‘ Yavaffivam Dargapurnamasabhyam yayet ’ (mentioning the Oc- 
casion). ° 

[The question with regard to these being as to whether the 
actions mentioned are the same as those of the same name mentioned 
before, or they are distinct Actions altogether], we have the following 

P0RVAPAKSHA. 

„ ^“^smuch as all these sentences lay down certain Actions, with 
^ Place, etc., we conclude, in accordance 

with the fovegomg Adhikarana, that these Actions are other than 
those previously mentioned. 

«T '^•ew, we have the following arguments: 

Inasmuch as there can be no Injunction of that which has already been 
enjoined, we would have to take the names of Actions in the sentences 
^ in question as mere references to the original Actions (of those names) 

«c - Actions as distinct) ; and that which is referred to 

IS that which is the UdMgya (that with regard to which something 
else 18 laid down) ; but as a matter of fact, we do not find the Actions 
(mentioned in the sentences) to have the character of the JJddegya. 

.< -e Tu X* referred to always being the Uddeeya, 

It the Actions were taken as referred to, then they would have the 
character of UddSpyas-, and there could he no relationship between 
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“ two UdcleQyas (viz., tlie Action and tlie 'Result, Place, etc.) , While if the 
names of actions occurring in the sentences were taken as referring to the 
“ forms o£ these Actions, which, at the same time, are heing enjoined with 
“ reference to the Result, Place, etc., — then, inasmuch as this would 
“involve a simultaneous Injunction and Reference, it would be highly 
“ objectionable. Con seq.uenfcly, we must admit thafc. these Actions are 
“ distinct from those previously mentioned.’’ 

SIDDHINTA. 

To the above we make the following reply: The potency of the 
Injunction varies according as it happens to be an originative or an ap- 
plicatory one. And hence when it is pi'acticable, we take it as having 
the potency of only one ; but when that is not found possible, we accept 
it as having both. 

That is to say, in the case in question, we are forced to accept the 
same sentence to be an originative as well as an applicatory Injunction. 
It is only when the Applicatory Injunction is such that there is no incon- 
sistency in its pointing to the presence in itself of originative potency, — 
that we take it as having only the applicative potency, with regard to 
Actions whose idea is present in the mind, as having been brought about 
by another originative Injunction. (But the case of the sentence in 
question not being like this, we have to admit it to have the double 
potency). 

IsTor is the character ot ttie VidBgya a necessary cause of being 
referred to \ nor, conversely^ is the character of PfUdeya (capable of being 
brought about) a necessary cause of being enjoined ; because whether a 
certain Action is to he taken as referred to or as enjoined, in any 
particular sentence, depends upon the fact of its having been already 
enjoined or not in a previous sentence. 

Though as a rule, Place, etc,, as having the character of the Ann- 
padBya, are the objects referred to, yet, when .even these are found to be 
such as have not been mentioned before, they are accepted as objects of 
Injunction. And conversely^ though the Action naturally has the character 
of the object of Injunction, yet, when.it is found to be one that has been 
already mentioned pi’eviously, it is taken merely as an object referred 
to. In the case of non-proximity, also, we have accepted the Action 
mentioned in the latter sentence as enjoined, simply because it is not 
found to have been presented by any other previous sentence, and not 
solely because it has the character of the UpadBija, 

, ,. What is meant by the word ^ avthhaga^ (‘ non-sepax^ation ’) in the 
is the fact of the idea of the original Action being present in the 
mind ; which pi'esence has been spoken of, in the Bhdshya (with special 
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reference to tlie Aveshti — -mentioned in the first of the sentences), as 
being due io the use of the 'pronoun * etayU' 

The use of the present A dhiJcarana has been expressed by tlie BMshya^ 
as lying in tlie fact that, 'if the sentence in quesHo^i refers to the original 
Aveshti^ then, the substance, to he offered at the sacrifice performed for the 
acquiring of Food, 'would he the Agneya Cake ; lohile if the Action 'were other 
than the Aveshti, then me would have some other substance. 

To this, however, some people make the following objection : *‘Even 
if the Action spoken of in the sentence * BtayS> annadyakamam ydjayet ' ; 

were other than the original Aveshti, then too, inasmuch as the word 
“ ^etaya ’ would point to the fact of this other Action being similar to the 
AvBshti, the substance employed at it wonld be tbe same as that used in 
“ tlie AvBshti, and no other substance would have to be used.” 

But tbis objection is not quite pertinent. Because so long as it is 
possible for the word ^etayd^ to be taken, as in the case of the sentence 
* esha jyotih,^ etc., in its direct sense, as referring to the Action to be 
spoken of immediately after it, — it cannot he rightly taken as indirectly 
indicating similarity. Hence there is nothing incorrect in the assertion 
— ‘ another substance %vill have to he used at the sacrifice,^ 

We have finished the consideration of all the six causes of differen- 
tiation, together with their exceptions. 

In another commentary (by Bhay^fiasa, perhaps) only four such 
causes are mentioned, viz,: (1) Differende of Words, (2) Difference of 
Hames, (8) Difference of Accessory Details, and (4) Difference of Eesuli 
He has included ‘Repetition’ and ‘Humber’ in ‘Difference of Words,’ 
and the ‘ Difference of Contest,’ etc., in the ‘ Difference of Result,’ because 
all that tbe Context does is to help the Result. 

But this appears to be highly objectionable. Because, in the first 
place, ‘ Repetition ’ cannot be included in * Difference of Words’ ; as if the 
word ‘ yajati ’ is repeated five times, or any number of times for the 
matter of that, it does not become a different word. And when the word 
^ proljdpatyan' is used, by way of FkapBsha, as pointing to seventeen 
- Prajapatyas, we do not bave so many different words, as the word is 

actually found to be one and the same only, in all cases. This is what 
has been explained under Sutra I — i — 15, and also in S'iitra I — i — 20. 

And the singleness of such objects will be explained later on, under 
Sutra VI — iii — 12. Consequently we conclude that in such cases, not being 
able to find other ground for differentiating the Actions, the Author of 
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this Oomiaeiitary has gratuitously assumed the words to be dif ereutj even 
though, as a matter of fact, the word is one and the same. Secondly, 
Anther of the Commentary has failed to grasp the fact of the Eesult, etc., 
not being able to differentiate Actions, when the Context does not happen 
to be different — a fact that has been shown over and over again, in the 

just explained (11 — ^iii—26), and also in Sutra II— 'ii— 16^ ei seq. 
And thus we find that though it is the Difference of Context, as helped by 
the mention of the etc., that, being the cause of non-recognition 

(of one Action as the other), is the real means of differentiating Actions, — 
yet the said Commentator has wholly neglected this fact (in including the 
‘Difference of Context ’ in the ‘ Difference of Eesult’). Thirdly, he 
failed to perceive that it was the ‘ Difference of Eesulfc’ that was included 
in ‘ Difference of Context,’ and not vice versa. 

It has been argued by the adherents of this Commentator that the fact 
of only four opposites of the ground of identity being mentioned in the 
Sutra II — iv — 9, distinctly points to the fact of the ground of difference 
also being only four. 

But we do not attach any such significance to the SUtra, in the 
present connection ; because in the Adhiharana under consideration, we 
find no other means of Differentiation applicable save the Difference of 
Context (which therefore could not be denied as a means of Differentia- 
tion), 

Hence we conclude that there are ^ six ^means of Differentiation as 

explained above^. . 

; ' ^ But for the SiMMnta too, it was necessary to explain what difference 
there is between Difference of Names and Difference of Words (as Name is 
also a Word), and between Droferty and Number (as Number is also a 
Property). And inasmuch as this has not been done before, we proceed 
to explain it now. 

Inasmuch as the Name does not express the form of the Action, the 
Difference of Names is distinct from Difference of Words ; and because 
Number pervades all the objects as forming one complete whole, the 
Difference of Number is distinct from Difference of Property. That is to 
say, though the Name of Action denotes an Action in the form of a 
Wbstance, yet it differentiates it only by serving to separate it from 
the previous action ; while as for the Number, inhering as it does in many 
objects appearing simultaneously, it is distinct from the Property, which 
differentiates one action from another, only because it is found to be im- 
possible in the latter. 


ADHIKARANA (14). 

[The Ee^petiUon of the Agneya serves the purposes of Olorificaiion,'] 


SUtra (27) : ** The Agneya would appear as if it were to be re* 
peated, because of reasons already explained.” 


We find the sentence ^ AgnSyo^shtahapalo amQvSsyayam hhamti,'^ and 
then again, ^Agn^yo$htahapS>lo amav(isyayam paurnamasyUncacyuto bhavati^ 
(this latter occurring in the text before the former). And then arises the 
question as to whether the same AgnBya that is mentioned in the latter 
sentence is also mentioned over again in the former sentence, or the two 
are distinct Actions. 

The conclusion pointed out by the previous Adhiharana would be 
that the two are the same, even though the action is laid down in 
reference to the particular time of the Amtlvasya^ which, by itself, is 
antipcideya. 

And against this conclusion we have the following 


PURYAPAKSHA. 


“It has been shown above that it is only when the Repetition is 
“found to serve no other purpose that it can be taken as serving the 
“ purpose of difierentiating Actions. And in the case in question, we ac- 
“ tually find the Repetition serving no other purpose ; hence we take it to 
“ mean that the Agneya is to be performed twice over. That is to say, 
“ the two performances would constitute two distinct Actions.” 

In contradiction to this we have another alternative theory, which we 
bring forward as 

SIDDHINTA (A). 


Sutra (28) : The Action not being found to be differentiated, the 
mere repetition of the same Action would not make any dif- 
ference in the Action itself. 


In the case of the sentences * S&mido yajati % * Bido yajati \ etc,, it is 
only right that we should take the repetition of ^yajatV as serving the 
purpose of differentiating the Actions ; because in this case we find the 
distinct repetition of ‘ sacrifice/ In the case in question, on the other 
hand, the ‘ sacrifice ’ has got to be inferred from the relationship of the 
substance (Cake) with the Deity Agni (expressed by the word ‘ Agneya ’). 
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And masinneli as tlie substance and tbe Deity as mentioned in the 
sentence are found to be precisely the same as those mentioned in the other, 
we are led, by the idea of those that we had obtained from the previous 
sentence, to conclude that it is the same action bhat is mentioned in the 
latter sentence also. 

It might be argued that “ the Deity and the substance also are 
distinct in the two cases.’’ But that is not possible ; because as a matter 
of fact, they are actually recognized as non -different. If the difference 
be based on the difference of the individuality of substance and the Deity, 
then such difference of individuality would be present also in the differ- 
ent performances of the same Action. r 

Therefore we conclude that both sentences are optional Injunctions 
of the same Agneya to be performed on the AmMsyd da>y, 

Or, according to the law — ^ yugapatjpravrHeryathci syat sattvadar-^ 
ganam’ (i.e., ‘two sentences operating simultaneously, we must take 
them according as we find the object mentioned in them ’), it is the snme 
Action that is mentioned by both sentences. And it cannot be definitely 
ascei*tained which sentence really lays down the Action and which is a 
mere repetition, and as such meaningless. 

Granted that one of them becomes meaningless ; if that happens to 
be in keeping with reason, this theory of meaninglessness would be far 
more acceptable than the theory that, though the two sentences contain 
the same words, yet they signify two distinct Actions ; specially as this 
latter theory would strike at the root of the etemality of words and their 
significations. Consequently, We must conclude that the AynBya is to be 
performed only once (the other sentence being a meaningless repetition). 

Though this theory, here brought forward, has been refuted in the 
Abhydsddhikarana, yet the Siddhanti has boldly given expression to these 
rejected views, because he has still in store his principal theory, which he 
brings forward in the next Sutra; and he does not really hold to those 
views ; because the Veda can never bear the charge of meaninglessness. 

SIDDHINTA (B). 

Sutra (29) : The repetition serves quite another purpose. 

When we proceed to look into the varions purposes that are served by 
Repetitions, we find that, inasmuch as the senteuce in question does not 
mention any qualifying accessory, and as Preclusion of the Best is accom- 
panied by a threefold anomaly, — we conclude that it serves the purposes 
of an Arthatcida. And as it is not quite clear in the sentence itself of 
what it is an Arthavada, It must be taken as that of the IgnBya ifcself. 

And with a view to this last conclusion, the following objection has 
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bem brougbt forward ; “ When the Action has been already once laid 
‘‘down together with the ArthavMa in the former sentence, — we do not 
“ see what special purpose is served by the Arthavdda in another sentence, 
“ which cannot be taken along with the former sentence ? It has been 
“ shown above that the Arthavdda forms part of the Injunction.’^ 

This objection in the Bhashya has been brought forward from the 
standpoint of the Purvapahsha. It, however, contains the sentence — ■ 
‘ The Deity is the same whether it is praised or not praised * ; and we do not 
quite understand what this means ; though on looking into it closely it 
seems that it recalls what has gone before in the Mahendr^dhiharana, 
under the Sutra II — i — 18. The sense thus is that just as though 
“ greatness ” does not form an integral part of the Deity, yet, inasmuch 
as in one case mere Indra (without the epithet ‘ MaJia ’) fulfils the 
functions of the D^ty, the epithet of ‘ Mahd ’ would be useless in an 
Arthavdda that would refer to the Injunction, — so, in the same manner 
in the case in question also, an independent glorification by itself would 
be altogether meaningless. 

To the above objection we make the following reply : What the 
repetition is meant here to do is to serve the purpose of glorifying, by 
words signifying excellence, Agni together with -the latter being 

mentioned in another sentence Q aindran dadhi amdpdsydydm^) which 
mentions only the Deity (Indra). [And inasmuch as the sentence in 
question is thus found to eulogise the two Deities together, which is not 
done by the former sentence, such glorification cannot be said to be a 
useless repetition.] 


Thus ends the Third Fdda of AdhyIta II. 


ADHYAYA II. 


PIDA IT. 

ADHIKAEANA (1). 

{^Treating of the Lifelong AgnihotraJ^ 

Smra (1) : ** The life-long repetition is a property of the Action 
because of the Context.’* 

[We find the sentences ^ yattajjivawagnihotram fuhoH,'’ ^ ymajjimrn 
JDarc^apurnamdsahhyam yajeta,* And 'with regard to these sentences, 
there arises a question as to whether the mention of ‘life-long’ qualifies 
the Action, the sentence laying down the life-long repetition of the 
Action ; or it serres to lay down a restriction for the perfonner of the 
Action, That is to say, does the sentence lay down the Bepetiiion of the 
Action, or only a Restriction for the Agent ?] 

Though the sentences in question are found both in the Bahvrca 
Rrdhmaw (the Brahmana of the Rgveda) and the Adhwarya Brdhmana 
(the Brahmana of . the Yajurveda), yet the nanae of only one of these is 
mentioned in the BJidsJiya j hut it does not matter in which particular 
Brahmana the sentence is found. 

Ohjection : “Whether a word expresses the property of an Action or 
“ that of the Agent, is a question connected with the subject-matter of the 
“ Third Adhyaya ; and hence its introduction here seems to be wholly 
“ irrelevant.” 

To this some people make the following reply : The treatment of the 
subject-matter of the Second Adhyaya itself having been finished, and the 
Third Adhyaya also being near at hand, there is nothing very incongruous 
in the introduction, at this stage, of a subject connected with the latter. 

But this explanation is scarcely right. Because we have still got to 
consider the question of the Difierence or JNiOn-difierence of Actions as 
mentioned in the various texts of the same Yeda (and as such all the 
subjects of the present Adhyaya have not yet been exhausted) . 

We must therefore explain the relevancy of the Adhiharana in the 
following manner: Just as the causes of difference operate towards the 
differentiation of the foiuns of Actions, so also do they operate towards 
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# -_„Qo TTpuce with regard to the Agnihotra, etc., 

that of their per om ^ mention of ‘ life-lopg^liere arises the qaes- 

qualified as they action by 

tioii as te'^'tetSer each of its (daily) performances is a distm - 

itself, or all tbe daily performances go to form a single Action, meant ^to 
bring about a particular desirable end, and the time for whose performance 
is tbe whole of one’s life. If then, tbe time — whole of one’s life — were 

laid down as a property of tbe Action, then tbe mere ofcring of tbe 

Morning and Evening libations — in accordance with tbe injunctions ‘‘be 
should ofer tbe morning libation with tbe Mantra * Suryo jyoh'h, etc.,’” 
and “ be should offer tbe evening libation with tbe Mantra ‘ Agnirjoytih, 
etc.’ ” — wonld not be enough to complete tbe Agnihotra^ till tbe specified 
time — ‘ life-long ’ — expires ; and hence a performance of tbe Agnihotra 
would come to be made of many daily repetitions ; just as tbe performance 
of tbe Jyotishtoma is made up of tbe repetition of tbe same process with 
regard to each of tbe many grahas. If, on tbe other band, ‘ living * be 
taken as tbe occasion (or cause), with reference to which tbe sentence 
lays down tbe Action, — then, inasmuch as tbe occasion would last till tbe 
Performer lasts, tbe Action would com© to be enjoined without reference 
to any desirable result *, and as such a neglect of tbe perfoiunance being 
sinful, it would be necessary for tbe Man to perform it as long as be lives, 
either for tbe fulfilment of bis own duty, or for tbe avoiding of tbe sin 
incurred by non-performance ; and hence, in this case, tbe sentence would 
lay down a Bestriction (or Duty) for tbe Man. And in this case tbe 
occasion of tbe Agnihotra performance wonld be Morning and Evening 
together with tbe Life of tbe Agent ; and hence as this occasion would 
present itself ©very day, tbe Action would be complete every day also ; 
and hence tbe complete performance of the Agnihotra would be repeated 
each day; — tbe performance of each day forming a distinct Action by 
itself (independently of tbe other day’s performance). 

For these reasons we must conclude that tbe BTiUshya has put tbe 
question in the form that it has, simply with a view to tbe distinctness or 
otherwise of tbe performance ; as it is this that comes to be tbe upshot of 
the question put by tbe Bhcishya, 

On tbe question, then, we have tbe following 


p-ffEVAPAESfiA. 

(1) “ All tbe daily repetitious of tbe Agnihotra form a single per- 
** formance of it ; (2) ‘ Ufe4ong ’ is a qualiffcation of the Action ; and (3) 
tbe sentence serves to lay down tbe time. 

“ As a rule, tbe procedure inhering in the Action always stands in 
need of something that forms part of tbe Action ; and this is found to be 
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‘‘ possible only when tlie sentence is taken as laying down tbe time (witli 
reference to tlie Roma), Tkat is, when tlie time is tbe object laid down, 

“ the Bepetitic]^~do.e to the prescfibeJ^^i BecoS 

this alone would be in keeping with the Context. 

“ Ohjection : ‘ Even when Ufe4ong is made the property of the Agent, 
“then too, inasmuch as it is the same Action that would be laid down 
“ during life, the Context would not in any way be interfered with.* 

True j the original subject-matter of the Context would 
“ not be interfered with. But the Context, which provides the method 
“ of the Action, stands in need of a property of the Action ; and hence if 
“ a property of the Agent were laid down, that Context would certainly 
“ be interfered with. 

“ Though, as a rule, both Time and Occasion are equally incapable of 
“ forming the object of Injunction, and as such the continuation of the 
“ sentence would, in both cases, be the same, — -that the Agnihotra is laid 
“ do^uon with reference to life-time, — yet the BhUshya makes a declaration 
“ to the contrary ; because, as a matter of fact, the sentence would lay 
“ dowm the Time with reference to the sacrifice. Or, we might take the 
“ sentence as enjoining, through the time of its performance which is the 
“whole life-time, the Repetition of the Sacrifice; and there would be 
“ nothing incongruous in this, as the Repetition is quite capable of being 
“ enjoined with reference to the Action. 

“ If, however, 4if e-time^ be taken as a property of the Agent, there 
“ could be no reference to the Action, 

“ Thus then the daily repetitions of the Agnihotra throughout one’s 
“ life-time making up its single performance, — it is only thus that we 
“ could explain the application to the Agnihotra of those eulogies that 
“ belong to Batras (that is to say, it is only when the performance of the 
Agnihotra is completed in many days, that it could be similar to the 
“ Batras that always take many days to finish, and thereby be capable of 
“being eulogised by the same eulogies as these Batras) ; otherwise if the 
“ Agnihotra were finished every day, it would have no similarity with the 
Batras (and as such the sentence laying down the same eulogies with 
“ regard to the Agnihotra would be inexplicable). 

“ For these reasons we conclude that ‘ life-time ’ is a property of the 
“ Action.’* 

SIDDHIKTA. 

Sutra (2) : It must be taken as a property of the Agent, because 
of the direct signification of the words. 

The word ^I)harmah\is ixy be supplied from the preceding Butra; 
and hence the proposition laid down by the Siddhanta is that—* Ifc is the 
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property of the Agent that is enjoined.’ This property of the Agent too is 
binding, and does not depend upon his own sweet will. 

Because in our intgrprethtiMr^fh^eirtet^^ words— 

'y.a^ajjivam> the verb ’-retain their direct 

whde in your interpretation, they will hare to be taken in their indirect " 
mdieated meanings. 

That is to say, in oar theory, it is by direct signification that the 
word yavajjivam'^ deno^Bs the life-time of the agent as the occasion (for 
lu ™ the verbs 'juhoti ’ and ‘ yafati' also, it is only directly 

that the AfiSx signifies the BhavanS as qualified by the Root-meaning. 
And bence onr interpretation is quite in keeping with tlie direct significa- 
tion of both these words. In your interpretation, on the other hand, ‘ life- 
time' (not being capable of directly qualifying the Action) indicates the 
time, and the yerbs^ also would indicate Beyetition (—then again, that 
wherein the Injunction ends, is accepted as the object of that Injunction ; 
—hence it will be necessary for you to reject the direct denotations of the 
words ^Jlva ’ and the verb, and make Time and Repetition the objects of 
the Injunction ; and thus your Injunction comes to be based upon Indirect 

_ The following argument might here be brought forward : “ It is by 
‘‘ toect si^ification that the word ‘ ySrat,’ in the eomponnd ‘ yavSfjtvam,’ 
denotes time; as in the sentence ‘ yamddoham svapiti ’ (He sleeps till 
“ the milking time). 

Reply: In the case of the sentence ‘yavaddoham svapiti\ it is only 
proper that the word ‘ yavat ’ should be taken as expressing time ; because 
It speaks of a thing in the present, and there is no need of the mention 
of an occasion ; and hence in this case the directly expressed ‘ milking of 
the cow’ is rejected in favour of the Time, li in this sentence also, 
we had the injunctive ‘svapySt' or ^SsUa’ (instead of the Present 
svapzh ),— then nothing could set aside the fact of ‘ milking ’ being the 
occasion (for sleeping). In the case of the Injunction ‘ yamjjivam, etc.,’ 
however, we have no cause for rejecting the direct denotation of the word ; 
;because It is quite possible for the action of living (which forms the direct 
denotation of the root ‘ Jiva ’) to be the occasion for the Agnihotra. Nor 
is the word ySvat ever known as denotative of time ; specially as all that 
it IS found to do is to qualify the action of living as extending to its finish. 

Objection : “ As there is no difference between Time and Action (as 
“ according to some philosophers Time is nothing more than the Action of 
the Sun and the Moon), if we take the word ‘ yS.vajjivam ’ to denote the 
“ titne, 'fie do not have recourse to indirect indication.” 

Reply : Ton could bring forward this argument only after you had 
defeated the Vaigeshilca (who distinguishes Time from Action). 
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But even granting tliat Action is Time, it must be admitted 
that there is some sort of a restriction, whereby all Actions are not 
known a matter" offact, bf'aU Actiom^ -it js.-.Q7iJv ibe — 

--:*:^ion^of the Rotation of the Sun and the Moon that is spoken of 
as ‘ Time" ; and when this time (of the rotation) has once been used in 
limiting or characterising some other action in close proximity witb 
it, then from this analogy, all other Actions also come to be measured by 
the same measure of time as that which had been applied to the former 
action. 

For instance, the exact measure of time of the milking of the cow, 
not being fixed by itself, people come to mark that time by refei'ring it to 
a certain action on the part of the Sun. That is to say, when it is 
g,Rl 5 ;ed — ‘ by what time is the cow milked ? ’ — the answ^er is made in 
terms of the minutes and seconds whose extent has been previously 
ascertained ; and these ‘ minutes,’ etc., also are measured by such further 
divisions of time as the * laDa," ‘ trnii," etc., that go to make the Na^ika , — 
all of which are something wholly distinct from what is ordinarily known 
as ‘ Action.’ And when people have become used to it, the ordinaiy 
actions of the world also come to have their continuance approximately 
measured by those actions (of Lava, etc.) ; and it is thus that even 
ordinary Actions (like the milking of the cow) come to be used as 
measures of time (and thus there is no actual identity between Time and 
Actioni), 

Then again, as a matter of fact, * Life * is not any fixed measure of 
time, like the action of * Nimesha ’ (Twinkle of the Eye) ; and as such it 
could not, on account of its this time-measuring capacity, be taken as 
Time. And hence the fact remains that you have had recourse to the 
indirect indication of Time (which is distinct from ^ Life," which is the 
direct denotation of the word ^ Jiva ’). 

Over and above this you have r 
Repetition (by means of the verb ‘ J 
ance of the Agnihotra does not fill u 
as the Action itself is not known as 
And unless you accept an indication 
itself (according to you) would become 

That is to say, in performing the Agnihotra without repetitions, if one 
were to perform it by spreading over a number of days, by performing 
little parts of the Action now and again, throughout his life-time, — theii, 
inasmuch as the time of death is not fixed, it may be that at some time 
or other he may consider himself to be dying, and then he would at 
once finish up all the hitherto unperformed portions of the Agnihotra ; 
and then if, by chance, he Ihould not die, inasmuch as he would have 




ecourse to the indirect indication of 
'nhoii *). Because a single perform- • j" ’ 
p the whole life of tlie performer 
spreading (over a number of days)! 
of the' Repetition, the Injunction ^ ' 

meaningless . 
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completed tlie action before bis life-time, be would liave committed a 
grave wrong. While, on tbe other hand, if he were to die off, without 
having performed the remaining portions, then he would fall into the 
grave sin of leaving a commenced Action unfinished. Nor, in connection 
with the Agnihotra, is there any In] unction that would enable the 
survivors to finish it for him ; as there is in the case of the ‘ Sarva&vam^ 
sacrifice. 

And further, though the Injunctions of the Morning and Evening 
Libations are found in close proximity to the Injunction of the Life-long 
Agnihotra^ as also to that of the Agniliotra that is laid down as to he 
performed with regard to a certain result, — yet, without any valid grounds, 
they would have to be assumed (iu accordance with your theory) as 
pertaining (apart from tbe ’Life-long Agniliotra) only to that Agnijiotra 
which is to be performed with a view to a certain desirable end* 

The following objection might be urged : ** It might he that, in 
“ consideration of the Injunctions of the Evening and Morning Libations, 
a single offering of these Libations would fulfil both (ie., the Morning 
** and Evening Libations, as also the Life-long Agnihatra), That is to say, 
just as the performance of the Pauri^amasl sacrifice, though laid down 
“as to be performed on the Paurnam^st day, yet its performance is 
“ accepted as complete, and the Inj unction is taken as duly fulfilled , even 
“ when it is done in only a certain part of that day ; and the performance 
“does not fill up the whole day; — so, in the same manner, though the 
“ Agnihotra is laid down as to be performed through one’s life-time, yet if 
“ we were to offer a single Morning and a single Evening Libation, these 
“ offerings alone could be accepted as fulfilling both the Injunctions in 
“ question ; for Morning and Evening also are portions of one^s * life^ 
“ time,* ” 

To this we make the following reply : All that the Injunotiou— ^ the 
Famnamdsi sacrifice is to be performed on the Pa^rnam^t day ’^does is 
to preclude the performance of that sacrifice on any other day except the 
Paurnamasi ; and hence in this case, even if the whole day is not filled 
up, the Injiruction is duly fulfilled. It is not so in the case in question. 

That is to say, in the ease of the Paurnamdal, it does not matter if 
the whole day is not filled up ; because there are reasons for this, in the 
shape of the brevity of, the sacrificial process, and in that of the distinct 
Injunction that the sacrifice is to he performed in the morning^ Conse- 
quently, in that case, inasmuch as the sacrifice will have been performed 
on the Paurnamml day, and on no other, — the Injunction will have been 
duly fulfilled ; as that is all that is meant by the Injunction, which says 
nothing as to the filling up of the whole day by the performance. In the 
case in question, on the. other hand, we find that there is no point of time 
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for tLe performer, apart from Ms ‘life-time/; and as such tliere is no 
time tliat could be taken as precluded by tlie word ‘ life-time conse- 
quenily if the time prescribed were not duly filled up, tbe wbole sentence 
would become meaningless. Specially as the morning and eYening also 
are included in tbe * life-time/ 

As for tbe word ^ ySivat^ (in tbe compound ^ ydvaJJivam'), iij Berres to 
point to tbe end of life as tbe limit (of tbe performance) ; and tbis too 
would be incompatible with the performance of tbe Agnihotra during a part 
of one’s life only. Consequently, unless tbe Injunction of tbe Life-long 
Agnibotra, mixed up as it is with that of tbe Morning and Evening 
Libations, implied a repetition of tbe performance, it could not urge tbe 
agent to a rightful course of Action. And hence you can never avoid 
having recourse to Indirect Indication (of the Repetition). 

Objection : “As in your case, so in ours also, tbe implied Eejpetition 
“ would not be very incongruous. That is to say, you also tacitly assume 
“ the daily repetition of tbe Agnihotra ; and for you too, tbis Repetition 
“ can, at best, be only implied, as there is no word expressly laying down 
“ sacb Repetition; — the actuaV words of the text mentioning a single 
“ performance. Oonsequently tbe incongruity that you have shown against 
“ our theory would be equally present in your theory also. If not, you 
“ must explain what the difierence is between our theories.” 

In reply, we proceed to show tbe difierence between tbe two theories : 
For us tbe purpose of tbe Injunction would be fulfilled every day ; and 
each daily perfox'manoe would be a distinct action by itsdf, just like tbe 
sacrifice performed with a view to a certain result (which is perfoi*med 
over and over again with a view to increase the volume of the Result) ; 
while for you, on the other band, tbe performance would be finished only 
at the end of your life (as you bold the whole life-long perfoimance to be 
a single action). 

That is to say, in our case, tbe Morning and Evening, accompanied 
hj Ahe life>-iime oi the performer, collectively form the occasion for tbe 
Agnihotra performance ; and as tbis occasion presents itself on each day 
of our life, we would perform it on each day ; and the Agnihotra would be 
fully complete by that single performance ; and the purpose of the Injunc- 
tion too would be fully fulfilled by that ;-~tben again, on the dawning of 
tbe next day, tbe occasion presenting itself again, we would perform the 
sacrifice again ; and so on and, on, on each day of our life ; — and thus inas- 
much as the performance would be complete on each day, we could say that 
there is no actual repetition, — each daily performance being a distinct 
Action by itself — for instance, in the case of a sacrifice performed with 
a view to i a desirable end, people pex'form it over and over again, with a 
view to magnify the volume of the Result ; and in this case, we do not 
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look npon tkese Eepetitions as collectively making np tlie said sacrifice ; 
and in tke case in question too, the conditions are exactly the same. In 
yonr case, on the other hand, inasmuch as yon hold the whole life-time as 
the prescribed time for the performance of the Agnihotra, it could not ha 
talcen as completed by any dally performance ; and hence the perform- 
ances, repeated daily, throughout your life, would make up a single 
performance of the Sacrifice; just as in the case of the JyotisJifoma, the 
sacrifice is made up of the various repetitions of the same process, in 
connection with each of the Soma vessels, dedicated to ladra and others ; — 
And as this daily repetition would, for you, be due solely to the Injunc- 
tion of the Life-long Performance, — it would be necessary for you to take 
this Injunction as indirectly indicating the Eepetition, 

You have declared that the Eepetifzon is ‘ tacitly assumed,^ It is just 
for this reason that it is necessary for you to have recourse to Indication. 
Otherwise it would have been distinctly expressed. 

For these reasons in both cases, in consideration of what is directly 
expressed by the words of the Vedic texts, we reject what is implied by 
the Context, and conclude that the sentences in question lay down the 
Boma (oi the Agnihotra) and the Ydga (o£ the Larga-Purnayndsa) with 
reference to the life-time^ — and that they lay down a property of the 
Performer. 


Sutra (3) : Because we find indicative words to the same effect, 
if the time pertained to the Action, it would fill up the whole 
of it ; and the rest would be meaningless. 

We have the text — ha vSi Bsha svargdllolctlcchidyatB yah ,,, amd- 
vosydm paurnamdsi.m atipatayet'* \ and hj ^ atipatbi^ here is meant ‘ tranS' 
gression.’ The time for the Darga-FUrnamllsay according to you, is the 
whole life-time ; and certainly no transgression of that time is possible. 
Because if the performance of a certain action is begun at the prescribed 
time, it is admitted that the time has not been transgressed. And 
certainly one who is a ‘ performer of the Barga-Purnamdsa * could never 
have allowed its prescribed time (his life-time) to lapse without having 
begun its performance ; because if he were to die without having begun 
it, he wonld not be a performer of the ‘ Barga-PumamUsa.^ If by 
‘ transgression ’ were meant ‘ non-completion during the prescribed time,* 
— then too, inasmuch as this ‘ non-completiori * could he ascertained only 
after the death of the performer, the laying down of the Expiatory Bite 
(for such transgression) would he wholly superfluous. 

In accordance with onr theory, on the other hand, inasmuch as the 
beginning as well as the completion of Barga^Purnarndm is laid down 
for every month during the life-time of the performer, —it is possible that 
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there may be transgression of that particular day of the month (omia« 
«ioa of the performance on that day) j and hence too it would be quite 
possible for the transgressor to perform the expiatory rite after that date 
has elapsed. 

According to the also, inasmuch as the 

month, — and as there is eyery 
one month, — it would be 
rite after that month has 


Objection 

‘‘performance has to be repeated every 
“ possibility of one missing the repetition in any 
“ possible for him to perform the expiatory 
passed.’* 

Re^ply ; This explanation is scarcely satisfactory ; because an expia- 
tory rite can be performed only when its prescribed occasion presents itself, 
and not whenever one pleases ; in the case in question we find that the 
occasion for tlie Eite is laid down as the transgression of the Darga- 
Furnamasa ; and certainly the Eepetition could not be spoken of by the 
word ‘ Darga-Purnamasa ’ ; just as the Eepetition of certain processes in 
connection with any one vessel is not called ‘ JyoUshtoma ’ (though the 
Jyotishtovia is made up* of such Eepetitions) ; consequently the word 
‘ Barga-Furnamasa ’ could not but be taken as denoting the complete 
performance of those sacrifices that are made up of the various repetitions ; 
and hence any transgression of a mere portion of it (in the shape of any 
one repetition) could not be the occasion for the Expiatory Eite. 

Objection : “ The words ‘ Furnamasi ’ and ‘ Amavdisya ’ in the sen- 
‘‘ tence quoted, denote the particular times ; and as the time would apper- 
‘‘ tain to Hhe constitnent Repetitions, a transgression of these would he 
‘‘ the transgression of the Furnamasi and the Amavasya^ which would be 
“ the proper occasion for the Expiatory Eite.” 

Beply : This is not possible ; because the transgression is always of 
that which is transgressed *, and the Time, by itself, couhl never be tranSf 
gressed ; because what the original Injunction lays down is not the non* 
transgression of Time j and by ' transgression ’ is meant the neglect of 
that which has been laid down as not to he transgressed ; and as a matter 
of fact, we find that what is laid down is not the Time as not to be 
transgressed by the Action, but the Action as not to be transgressed by 
the Time ; and thus the Time ip subservient to the Action, and not the 
Action to the Time ; and hence it is the Action tliat becomes complete or 
incomplete by the presence or absence of the Time ; and not vice versa % 
and as something to be performed, it is the Action alone that could he 
transgressed or not transgressed, ^ — and not the Time ; because Time is a 
self-sufficient entity. Consequently we must take the, sentence as laying 
down the' Expiatory Eite; for one who would neglect to perform the 
Furt^amasi sacrifice when , time' arrives ; and consequently it is the 

, . that affords the occasion for the Expiatory 


tIFl-LONa AOtNIHOTRA. 


899 


Rite ,* and tlie constituent Repetitions cannot be accepted as denoted by 
the word ‘ Furriamasl,^ 

Sutra (4) ; We have a text that speaks of the completion of the 
Action. If there is time, the performances of the Action 
should be distinct. 

We have the sentence — ^ BargaptirimmSsahhyamtshtvU somBna yajeio} 
IsTow, if all the life-long repetitions were to constitnte a single perform- 
ance of the JDarga-Purnama^a, then, for reasons shown abore, the 
,8om<a5-sacrifice would have to be performed only after all the Repetitions 
had been finished ; and (as these would be finished only after the death 
of the performer) the dead person could not perform the /8owia-sacrifice. 
If, on the other hand, there is time for the performance of the Soma- 
sacrifice (after the completion of the Dar^a-Purmmasa), then, in that 
case, the whole life-time could not have been filled up by tlie performance 
cxf that Barga-PUrnamasa. This non-filling up of the whole life-time is 
found to be possible, only if the ‘ life-time ^ is taken as a property of the 
Performer; because, in that case, each montbly performance of the 
Barga-PnrmmS>sa is a distinct action by itself. Thus ^ then tlie latter 
part of the Sutra means that if there is time left by the performance 
of the Barga-Purnamasa, for the performance of the ^owa-sacrifice, then 
each performance of the Barga-PUrnamUsa should be a distinct action, as 
held by us. 

Tbe latter part of tbe Sutra is also capable of another interpretation : 
If tbe whole life-time be laid down as tbe time for the performance of the 
Barga-Purnamffm , , then the ;^o?w^a-saorifice, as well as all other actions 
that may he laid down for the man, wonM bo performed in the midst of 
the Barga-PUrnamcfsa ; and in that case, inasmuch as all these other 
Actions would break up the continuity of the life-long extensive Barga^ 
PUrnamUsa^ the assertion ‘ BargapUrnammabhyvlmishtva ' (* Having per- 
formed the Barga-Purnamasa ’) would be wholly incompatible ; and 
further, this interruption of the Barga-^Furnamasa would constitute the 
improper procedure deprecated in such sentences as *he falls off from 
heaven^ who perverts the sacrifice ^ and the like. 

For these reasons also we cannot take the sentence in question as 
laying down the time. , ; 

The BhBshya proceeds to quote two sentenees, which really pertained 
to the foregoing Sutra : One of these Bsha yah Agnihoiram 

juhoti na BargnpurnamUsau yafetBt ; ya BthuUhh^fo BevatBstd anudhyUyinik 
harotiJ This sentence is an ArthavBda, having the character of a Repen- 
tance, relating to another Injunction, in' connection with the fact of the 
giving of gifts, etc., being prohibited for one who has been initiated for a 
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sacrifice ; aiid the sense of the sentence is that * when he fails to ofEeJ? 
their portions to the Agnihotra-Beities, for a certain time, he makes 
them pine for the offerings ’ ; and this opining could he possible, only when 
the Lifetime were the restriction imposed upon the performer. Other-^ 
wise, if the time were taken as the time enjoined for the Agnihotra, then 
its performance becoming optional, the offerings would not be necessary ; 
and as such there would be no reason for the Deities pining for them. 
For this reason too we must take the sentence in question to be a restric- 
tive injunction. 

Another sentence quoted by the BhasTiya is — ^ Jaramaryam va Btat 
satram yadagnihotram Darga-Ftirnamasau ca, Jarayd ha vd etcbbhydm 
nirmucyate mrtyunU caJ* The arguments brought forward in connection 
with the former sentence apply to this also. For when the performance 
of the Agnihotra^ etc., would be only optional, one could very well avoid 
them by not performing them ; and as such it would not be quite right to 
mention — as is done by the sentence quoted— that one could avoid them 
only bj old age or by death. 

SUtra (5) : Because of the non-binding character of the Action 
{according to yon), it could not be so. 

The ' Author connects the last quoted sentences with this Sutra ; — the 
sense being that what is mentioned in the two sentences could be possible 
only if the sentence in question were taken as laying down a restriction ; 
while, in accordance with the Fmvapaksha, the Action would not have a 
binding character ; and hence what is spoken of would not be possible. 

Or, we can intei’pret the Sutra differently, as follows : We have 
already shown that, in order to take the word ^ yavajjlvam as laying 
down time, it wonld be necessary to have recourse to indirect Indication. 
And now we proceed to show that even if we allow the Indication, the 
Action not having a "binding character, it could not be so. That is to say, 
that alone can he spoken of as pointing to a definite point of time, which 
is sure to appear, and always in connection with that point of time ; as 
for instance, the Amdvdsyd is pointed out as the day on which the Moon is 
not visible ; but there is no such single thing that invariably marks the 
end of the life-time of all living beings ; and hence this ‘ life-time is not 
capable of being definitely pointed out by means of anything ; thus then 
.the time (life-time) being wholly indefinite being ascertainable only 
when it actually happens, it must be taken as mentioned by way of an 
occasion for the performance of the Agnihotra, etc. 

Questions ** When the performance of the Aguihotra, etc., depends 
“ upon such an occasion, how can you speak of them as eternally ^leceasary 
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Tlie is til at * eternality ’ in this case refers only to the con- 

tinuance of the man’s body. 

Sutra (6) : Because of contradictions, as before. 

If ‘ life-long ’ is a restriction, qualifying the Agent, ifc could not be 
applied to the subsidiary sacrifices (as it is only that which, pertaitis to 
the principal sacrifice that is implied in the subsidiary), — as we shall show 
later on ; and if the word were taken as laying down the time for the sacri- 
fice^ it would be relegated to the subsidiaries also (and then the subsidiary 
sacrifices, the Samya^ etc., also would come to be performed throughout 
one’s life, which is not desirable, even for the Purvapahshi), 

Objection : “ If the word were taken as laying down the time for the 
“Primary sacrifice, it would be debarred fi*om applying to the subsi- 
“ diaries, just like the ‘ two-days’ ’ time, because of the fact of these being 
“ laid down as to be performed on the spur of the moment.” 

JEteply : It is not so ; because in that case, the idea would be that the 
subsidiaries should he performed on the spur of the moment^ on the Paurna- 
- ^1 mdsi and Amavdsyd days, throughout one's life (and this would also make 
■^^^the subsidiaries performable throughout one’s life). 

Sutra (7): "If the Restriction pertain to the performer, the 
Time-injunction would be the occasion. 

The sense of the Sutra is that in accordance with the theory that 
‘ life-long ’ is a property of the Performer, the word ‘ ydvajjivam' which 
you hold to be the Injunction of time, would become the occasion (for the 
performance). 

The Bhdshya speaks of our finding a mention of the completion of the 
Action, But if what is meant by this is the sentence ^ Darga-PUrnamdsa- 
hhydmishfvd, etc.,* then it is a useless repetition (of what has been already 
explained under Sutra 4). If, on the other hand, it refers to some other 
sentence, inasmuch as he does not quote it, what he says cannot he quite 
intelligible. 

Consequently, in view of what follows, we must take the Bhashya to 
mean that, in accordance with the Purvapahsha^ there would be a non- 
completion of the subsidiaries also (during the life-time), while, according 
to the Siddhanta^ their completion is found to be quite possible. 

Or, the Sutra may he taken as recapitulating what has been said 
before (and as such there can he no incongruity in Repetition). 

Or, it may he that though the Author of the Sutra has already said 
that the Restriction in question is a property of the Performer,— yet ho 
has not jet shown what, in that case, would be done with the word 
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* yavajjwam ’ ; and hence he now declares that that word can he taken 
as mentioning the occasion. 

Or it may he that the Sutra replies to the question — In regard to 
the Agnihotra and the Darga-Purnamasa^ inasmnch as we have the men- 
tion of the word * yd^vajjtvam,'* we could take ‘ life-long * as the occasion ; 
hut how can that he the occasion for the Animal sacrifice, the Soma 
sacrifice and the OuturmUsya sacrifice ? ’’ The sense of the Sutra thus is 
that even in the case of these latter, the prescription of time, mentioned 
repeatedly, would serve to point out the ‘ life-time * as the occasion ; — the 
said prescription being in the form of the sentence * msantB msantB jyo- 
tishfl^ etc.* This sentence does not lay down the time for the performance 
of any optional sacrifice ; because an optional sacrifice, depending for its 
performance upon one’s whim, and as such being only subsidiary, it could 
not be spoken of as to be performed in every spring. Then as for the 
necessary Binding Sacrifice, if that were to be performed hut once, in any 
one spring, the repetition of ‘ vasante ’ would be wholly useless, nor is 
there any ground for limiting its performance to only a certain number 
of springs. Consequently, we must conclude that the Injunction means 
that the sacnfice is to be performed in every spring that might occur during^^ 
the life-time of the Performer, As for the Locative in * vasanU* that too 
points to vasanta being the occasion, just as it does in tl|e case of the^l^ 
word ^hhinne* in ^hhinnB fuhpti* 

It is for these reasons that the Sutra lays down that, in all these cases, 
inasmuch as the niention of time lays down restrictions for the performer, 
it must he taken as laying down the Occasion, Thus it is too that the 
necessary and binding character of the Animal sacrifice, the Soma sacrifice 
and the OG>turmUsya sacrifice becomes established. 



ADHIKARANA (2). 

{The Action mentioned in different Bescension texts is the same.'} 

Sutra (8) : ** When the texts belong to distinct Rescensions, the 
“Actions must be distinct ; because of (differences in) (1) the 
**name, (2) the form, and (3) the particular details;— and 
“because of (4) Repetition, (5) Deprecation, (6) Incapability, 
‘*(7) Mention of Completion, (8) Expiatory Rites, and (9) 
“ Distinct Purposes/' 

[There are various Rescensions of the same Veda ; and it is found 
that " the same Action is very often mentioned in all these texts ; then 
there arises the question as to whether all these actions are one and the 
same, or is every one of them distinct from the rest,] 

The present Adhikarana is taken up with a view to show that there 
are no grounds for the differentiation of Actions except those already dealt 
with. And hence we proceed to bring f^ward certain other grounds of 
difference, and then demolish them ; and we shall also show, in course of 
the discussion, that every one of the grounds herein mentioned is included 
in one of those that have been already dealt with in the previous Adhi-^ 
haranas. 

Question : “ How is it that you do not consider the case of Actions 
“ mentioned in different Vedas ? 

To this some people reply that ^ different Rescensional texts ^ include 
the different Vedas also. 

But this is not correct. Because in the case of two Rescensions of 
the same Veda, we find that the Action mentioned in them is always 
(in each) in its entire form ; while this is not the case with other Vedas 
(the Selma and the rest), which mention only slight details in connection 
with Actions (whose form naturally is believed to be just as it is laid 
down in the Yajur-Veda). 

That is to say, in a case where no Action is laid down, independently 
of the other, it is capable of being cognized as a distinct Aetioiu As for 
instance, in every one of the several Rescensional texts of the Yajurveda, 
we find the mention of all such sacrifices as the Bar^a-Furnanidsa^ the 
J^otishpoma and the like, together with all other details of Material, 
Accessory, etc.,— the mention in each t^t being independent of that in 
iha other ; and hence in such cases there i^r every likelihood of the various 
Jifolishiomas being distinct from one another. It is not so in the case of 
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two different Fedlas; as, for instance, we find tnat wh^t the Sammeda 
does, with regard to these sacrifices, is to mention them simply hy name, 
without making any mention of their Deities or Materials, — and then to 
lay down the particular SciTyicis and Hymns to he sung at them. And in 
this case we find that these are not found to he wholly independent of their 
mention in the Yajnrveda ; because, as mentioned in the Sdmaveda^ they are 
devoid even of such apparently necessary details as those of Deities and 
Materials (for which they cannot but depend upon the Yajurveda). 
While conversely that which is laid down in the Sdmaveda^ with all its 
details of Deity and Material, is found to be mentioned in the Yajurveda^ 
only in connection with certain accessory details ; and thus in this case 
it is the latter that stands in need of the former. This will be explained 
further under Sutra III — ^iii — 10. 

It is for these reasons that what are dealt with in the present 
Adliikarana are the instances of the mention of the same Action in several 
Rescensional texts, and not those in different Vedas. 

Thus then with regard to the question at issue, we have the fob 
lowing 

PDEVAPAKSHA. 

The Action mentioned in each Eescensional text is distinct ; that 
“is to say, the Agnihotra mentioned in the Kafka Bescenszon is distinct 
“from the Agnihotra mentioned in the TaitUriya Bescension; for the 
“ following reasons : 

; = “ (1) On account of the Difference of Name: /i., we find people 

“ declaring that '‘ Such and such a thing is found mentioned in connection 
“with the Kathalca Agnihotra^ and ‘ that in connection with the Taittiriya 
“ Agnihotra ’ (which shows that the two Agnihotras are distinct, one being 
“called the ^Kathalca* and another the ^ Taittiriya^), [Here too the 
“ differentiating agency is that of Name, which is equivalent to ‘ i^ah- 
“ ddntara ’ dealt with under Sutra II — ii — 1.] 

' ^‘(2) On account of the Difference of Form: fA., in one text the 
“ Cake dedicated to Agni-Soma is said to be ‘ ehUdagaJcapdlaf while in 
“ another it is said to be ‘ dmdagakapala,^ In this case also, inasmuch as 
“ the ‘ eleven ’ and ‘ twelve ’ are not capable of being exchanged, in the 
“way that we find in the case %f the numbers ‘eight’ and ‘twelve’ 
“ with regard to the Yaigcdnafa^ or in that of the Amihsha and the 
“ Vdjina ^ — the differentiating agency is that of the Accessory (and this 
“ has been fully dealt with in II— ii), 

“(3) On .account of the difference of Sacrificial details: the 

“ Tuittiriyas^ in connection with the Karirt sacrifice, lay down eating on the 
“ ground, while those belohgihg te .the other Rescensions do not do so ; 
“so also while in conp^fen*. with,, the Agiii sacrifice some lay down the 
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carrying of the water-pot of the tutor, while others do not ; and in 
connection with the Agvamedlia^ some lay down that the saoriSoer 
‘‘ should present grass to the Horse, while others do not lay this dovAni- 
** And in all these oases, the diferentiating agencies are those of the 
eating on the ground^ carrying of the ivater-^ot^ and the presenting of the 
grass ^ — all of which are mere sacrificial accessories; hut taking the 
place of the method of the sacrifice, these have been mentioned apart 
from the former accessories, which are wholly outside the performance. 
‘‘ The Bhskshya says — ‘ others perform other details ’ ; and this is simply 
‘‘ meant to show the fact of contradictory details being performed by people 
belonging to different Besoenaions. The word ^ agvaghasadeh ’ in the 
“ Bhashya, being in the Ablative, is capable of being construed both 
“ ways ; when taken with the previous clause, it means ‘ agvaghct 8>deh 
anyam dharmamdcaranti ’ (they have recourse to other sacrificial details 
** than the presenting of grass, etc.) ; whfle when taken with wliat follows, 
it means * agvaghUsadS]^ nishpannam upaJcdramdkdhlcshaH agvamsdhadih^ 
“ (the a^mmedha, etc., stand in need of the help accorded by the present- 
“ ing of the grass). 

“ (4) On account of 'Repetition : if the same action were men- 

tioned in all the Rescensional texts, there ivould be many useless Repeti- 
H tions. In this case the differentiating agency is that of ‘ Repetition ’ 
“ (and has been dealt with under Sutra II — ii — 2). 

(5) On account of Deprecation : f.i,^ some people deprecate the 
‘‘ offering of the Morning Libation before sunrise, while others deprecate 
the offering of the same after sunrise. In this case also, the differen- 
“ tiating agency is that of the Time^ which is only an Accessory. Those 
“ who lay down the offering to be denc after sunrise, decry those who 
perform it before sunrise, as being liars, because they utter the words 
^ suryo jyotihy etc.^ while the Sun is not present before themj and 
“ hence, with a view to avoid this untruth, they lay down the offering as 
‘‘ to be made after sunrise. Others, however, declare that he is a truly 
hospitable man who is ready with the offering for his guest before his 
arrival, whereas one who calls him back, after he has gone away 
unreceived, is not truly hospitable ; consequently the morning offering 
“ should be made before the Sun rises. Under the circumstances, if both 
“ moiming oblations were taken as the < same action, it would become 
“ connected with two contradictory properties (that of being performed 
before and after sunrise) ; while there is no such incongruity, if the 
Actions are taken as being distinct. . ^ . 

(6) On account of Incapahiliiy^ ^ case also the differentiating 

, agency is that of the Accessory that is meant is that ail 
“ the various accessory details mentio:^;ia* coiineotiQu with the Action, 
114 
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‘‘ ill tlie several texts could not possibly be performed at the single per- 
formaiice of tbe Action ; and consequently, the Action must be taken 
as distinct in each Text. 

(7) On account of tbe di:fference in Oompletion i In tbis case alsoy 
the differentiation is done by tbe Accessoi’j ; because what is meant is 
‘‘ that the ucholders of one text declare ‘our Agni sacrifice is completed 
“ here, and not there, as in the Agni sacrifice of the other people’ ; and 
“ tbis would not be possible if there were a single Agni sacrifice. 

“(8) On account of tbe laying down of distinct Bxpiatory Rites: 
“ Though tbis is included in ‘ Deprecation,’ yet it is brought forward 
“ separately ; because tbe mere deprecation of tbe time (before or after 
“ sunrise) might be explained as pointing to both times being optional al- 
“ ternatives for the same Action ; hence what is meant by the bringing 
“ forward of the mention of Expiatory Kites is that if tbe two times were 
“ mere optional alternatives, none of them would be faulty; as a matter 
“ of fact, inasmuch as expiatory rites are laid down in connection with 
both, both would be faulty; which could not be if tbe Action were tbe 
“ same. Hence tbe Action must be regarded as distinct. 

“ (9) On account of the perception of distinct purposes being served. 
“ In accordance with tbe SUtras of tbe 8iddMnta^ we proceed to show five 
kinds of this, as follows: (a) we have tbe direction that if tbe sacrificer 
“ happens to be previously initiated, be should employ tb6 AtU'Mra of ^be 
“ Brhatsama ; because tbe Rathantara'^Bcima -will have been already 
“ employed at the "previous initiation ; while if he does not happen to have 
“ been previously initiated, be should employ tbe Rathantara-Bama, In 
“ tbe Tcindaha^ however, we have it distinctly laid down that tbe Jyotish- 
“ toma is the very first of tbe sacrifices to be performed. And tbe uncer- 
tainty of precedence spoken of in the previous direction would be 
“possible only if the Jyotishfoma mentioned in the latter sentence were 
“ other than tbe Jyotishtoma occurring in tbe same text with tbe former 
“ sentence. Eor, if all tbe Jyotishtomas were one and tbe same, then 
“ inasmuch as in accordance with tbe Tdndaha direction, in the case of 
“ all texts, it would always be tbe Jyotishtoma that would be performed 
“ first, the sacrificer would always have been initiated for the Jyotishtoma^ 
“ the said mention of uncertainty — ‘ if be be not initiated ’ — would be 
“ wholly incompatible ; as no sacrificer would ever be found to be unini- 
“ tiated. (b) In the case of tbe Yupaihadagim, we find the sentence — ■ 
^ yatpahshasannnitcim pinuyett pSpiyctn syett^ atha yadi vedisammitya-^ 
“ minoli^ which mentions tbe two methods of measuring,— by tbe 

and by the ^ Vedi ^^ — and then deprecates tbe formei*, and 
‘‘accepts tbe latter, which distinctly shows that tbe former is not laid 
“ down by any other text. Because if there were such another text, what 
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‘ would be tlie use of deprecating tbe one, and laying down and praising 
‘ the other. Consequently we must conclude that the measuring by the 
^ * eyes of the chariot,' mentioned in another Rescensional text, does not per- 
‘ tain to that Action in connection with which we have, in another Reseen- 
‘ sional text, the former twq methods of measuring only. Hence the two 
Actions must he taken as distinct, (c) Some texts mention the excess 
‘‘of only two Hymnal Virajas in connection with the while 
others speak of the excess of three. And this would uot be explicable 
i£ the tTyottshfoma-Attratra, in both these oases, were the same ; while 
if they are distinct, the excess will he in accordance with the text in which 
‘‘ the Action occurs, and there would be no incongruity, {d) In con- 
‘‘ nection with the ‘ Sdrasvata ’ sacrifice we find the sentence, ‘ ye purodd- 
^znaste ujpavzgantz, ye sdnndyyinaste vatsm varayantiJ* Of these the 
“ Sdnnayyins are those who have performed the previous sacrifice, while 
the F iirodagins are those who have not performed it ; and the presence 
‘‘of both at the Sci^asvata would he possible only if the Jyotzshtomas 
“ mentioned in different texts were different actions ; as otherwise if all 
“ JyaHshtomas were one only, the upholders of all texts will have performed 
“this Jyotishloma (the ^ first to he jperjhrmed^), and as such the P aroddgins 
“ could not be present at the Sdrasvata* Though this case is exactly similar 
“to (a), yet we speak of it separately, because the Siddhdnta meets this 
“ in a totally different manner, (e) Lastly, in one Rescension we find the 
sentence ‘ ujpaliavyo niruhtah, agnishtomo yajno rat7ianta?'asdmd, agvah 
“ gydvo dahsJitnd^^ while in another we fiind, ‘ u^ahavyak aniruhtah, iiktho 
“ yajno hrihatsdmd, agvah gveto rulcmalaldto daJcsMnd ’ ; and in this case, 
“ in view of these two Injunctions, the two Hymns could be taken as 
“ optional alternatives ; yet, inasmuch as this alternative is already obtained 
“ from the Primary sacrifice, any mention of it would be absolutely use- 
“ less, if the action {uyahavija) were one only ; while if the two Upahavyas 
“ are distinct, the repetition (of what has been mentioned in connection 
“ with the Primary) would serve the purposes of restriction. Hence too 
“ the two Actions must be taken as distinct." 


SIDDHIHTA, 


Sutra (9) : The Action is one only ; because of the non-differ- 
ence of-“(l) Connection, (2) Form, (3) Injunction, and (4) 
Name, “ 

That is to say, the identity of Actions, recognized by means of their 
Hames, Forms and Accessories, does not disappear even when they happen 
to be mentioned in various Rescensional Texts. 
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The BhasJiya says : The Adtion spoken of in all Teo^ls, or in all BraJi- 
manas, is o?ie a 7 id the same. The sense of the phrase ‘ in all Brahmanas ’ is 
that the same is the case eYeh when the Action appears in the yarions 
Brahmanas of the same Yeda. As for instance, when the Jyotishtoma and 
the BvMagaha sacrifices are mentioned in the Bancavmga and the Sha(l- 
vinga Brahmanas of the BamaAfeda* 

(1) By ^Connection* is meant the connection of the Besnlt, as that 
is the chief factor in the relationship. (2) By ^ Forms* are meant the 
De% and the Material, as being the most nearly related. (3) By 
‘ Injunction ’ is meant that which partakes of the Moot-meaning as well as 
the Bhavana. (4) And lastly, by * Name ’ are meant ‘ JyoUshtoma * and 
the like, which are found to be exactly the same in all Texts. 

Thus then, there being so many reasons for recognizing the Action to 
be the same, we cannot but admit its identity in all Texts. Specially as 
we do not find any reason for taking it as different. 

It might be argued that, ** as in the case of different Contexts, so 
“ also in the case of different Texts, the mutual non-proximity between 
the mentions of the Action is a very sure ground for taking th© two 
“ Actions as different.” 

Bat it is not so ; because the same person does not meet with the 
two mentions of the Action (in the two Texts ; though in the case of 
Different Contexts he does actually come across both). When it so 
happens that a man has cognized a certain act, as mentioned in one place, 
if he finds a similar action mentioned elaeY^here, it is just possible that 
he may take the one Action to be distinct from the other. But this is 
possible only in the case of a Single Bescensional Text | because the whole 
of this Text is read by the person. When, however, the action 
happens to be mentioned in different Bescensional Texts, one who has 
come across the mention of the Jyotishtoma in one Text, can have no idea 
of its mention in any other Text- and hence when he meets with the 
mention of the sacrifice in Ms own Text, he takes it to be an independent 
action, and he has no idea of its being different from another JyoUshtoma 
(for the . simple reason that he does not know of any other JyoUshtoma 
mentioned in another Text). 

01 j ection : But then one who reads the Texts of two Bescen- 

‘‘ sions, could very well know the Jyotishtoma as mentioned in one text to 
“ he different from that mentioned in another text, just as he does in the 
case of Different Contexts ; and so would it also be in the case of the 
Action being mentioned in different Brahmanas^ 

This is no argument at all ; because the texts of various Bescensions 
are never meant to be read by one man ; and the reason for this is that 
the Injunction for Tedic study distinctly points to a Single Text being 
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read, — specially as it is a general rule tliat wli^n seyeral things are found 
to serve tlie same purpose, they are accepted as optional alternatives; 
and this would be possible only when the same Action is taken as spoken 
of in the various texts. 

That is to say, just as the Glass inheres in each Individual^ so does 
the character of ‘Veda’ in each Eescensional Text; and then again, in 
the Injunction — ^ svadhyUyd^dhyUavyah'* (Veda should be read), we find 
that the Yeda is enjoined as to be learnt for the purpose of knowing 
Dharma ; and as such we must attach due significance to the singular 
Kumber in ‘ svadhyUyah ’ ; and this distinctly shows that only one Text 
should be studied. 

Objection : “ In that case, one could not read various Vedas J* 

Beplyz Hot so; because there are other Vedic Injunctions (laying 
down the study of various Vedas) which would serve as exceptions to the 
general Injunction ‘ svddliyUyd* dJiyetavyaV Such injunctions, among 
others, are ‘ anayd trayyd. vidyaya^ etc,^ (By means of the knowledge of 
the Three Vedas), and ^ veddnadhitya vBdau vd, etc,'* (Having read the 
three, or the two Vedas) [Manu], And further, the case of two Vedas 
is wholly distinct from that of two Bescensional Texts (of the Sama 
Veda) ; as it is not possible for the two Vedas to be taken as optional 
alternatives ; because they are found to be dependent upon each other, and 
are not both found to serve the same purpose ; and as such they cannot 
but be taken conjointly. In the case of two Eescensional Texts, on the 
other hand, we find that they are totally independent of each other, in 
the pomting out of the Jyotishtoma (for instance) ; and they are found to 
serve the s^me purpose ; consequently, they are taken singly, as alter- 
natives. The various Brdlmiams too, belonging to tbe same Rescen- 
sional Text, are taken conjointly, simply on account of their being 
dependent upon one another. 

Objection : “ So what it comes to is that two Texts are to be taken 
“ as alternatives, because they speak of the same Action ; and they^ are^ 
“ be taken as treating of tbe same Action, because they alternatives : 
“ certainly this involves a most queer interdependande of argumenta- 
“ tion.” 

Beply ; It is not so ; because tbe identity of jbhe Action is known by 
mere recognition ; and tbe fact of eaob Text being taken singly is due to 
the Singular Humber (in * 8vdd1iyUy6*dhyUmyah^), 

Then again, if the mere fact of One’s being very intelligent could 
justify his reading of the texts of various Eescensions, then the fact of 
his being exceptionally rich would justify his making an offering of the 
Taua and the Fnhr mixed up. (That i# hoth of these are equally, un- 
allowable.) ’ ‘ ^ 
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Fox'* tliese reasons we conclude tliat It is tlie same Action mentioned in 
the various texts. 



Sutra (10) : Mere names could not establish difference, because 
the names are of the Veda itself of the Action)^ 

Even if ‘ Kafhaka^ ‘ Kalapaha ^ were the names of Actions, then too, 
inasmuch as these do not occur in the originative Injunctions of the 
Actions, they could not serve to distinguish one action from the another. 
As a matter of fact, however, they are not the names of Actions at all; 
because, by the law that ‘ it is not right to accept a multiplicity of mean- 
ings the names belong to the books, and it is indirectly through these 
that they ai*e applied to the Actions (treated of in these books). 

Question: “ But how do you know that these are names of books 
“ indirectly applied to the Action, and not vice versa ? 

Answer : Inasmuch as many Actions are mentioned in one Text, it is 
possible for all these to be referred to by the name of that Text; while on 
the other hand, the Actions mentioned being many, the single Text could 
not he referred to by the names of those. 

That is to say, as a matter of fact, we lind the names ‘ Kdthaha ^ and 
the like applied to many Actions, not connected with on© another. And 
if that were the name of any .one Action it could not very well be applied 
to another, — not even indirectly, by indication ; because there is no sort of 
connection between the two ; and as for the one name denoting all 
Actions, it is as impossible as the denotation of all Individuals by a single 
word (^ cow Therefore it must be admitted that it is the Text that 
indicates the Actions^ and not the Actions the Text; and consequently 
such names as ‘ Kdthaka * and the like would differentiate the Texts, and 
not the Actions (spoken of in them); because there is no connection 
among these. 

For this reason also it must be admitted that it is the same Agmhotra 
sacr ifice t hat is spoken of as ‘ Kdthaha^* or ^ Kalapaha,' etc., according as 

in the Kdthaha or the Kaldpaha text. 

Sutra (11) : {if the Name belonged to Actions) all Actions 
would become one. 

The difierentiation of the cause is generally found to bring about the 
difierentiation of the efiecfe. Hence, inasmuch as the name ‘ Kdthaha ’ is 
one only, all actions — Agmhotra and the rest — mentioned in that Text, 
would come to be taken as one (if the name belonged to the Actions). 

. Though the reasoning herein advanced partakes of the nature of 
the Faulty Apparent Inconsistency (vide Nydyasutras V — i — 21), because 
thei'e is no actual invariable concomitance between the conclusion (oneness 
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Dr Aohons) and tlie I^easo^ (oneness of Name),- — yet fhe has 
purposely brought forward a faulty argument, as a proper reply to the 
Furvapahsha, which is based upon fallacious arguments, through and 
through ; because a faulty rejoinder is always allowable against faulty 
arguments. (Tide Nyayasutms V — i—39, et seq.) 

SUira (12) ; The Name is one that has been coined. 

It lias been shown under Sutra i — 30, that the names ^ KathaJca^ 
and the like are coined ones ; and certainly such recently coined names 
could not very well differentiate the eternal Actions. 

That is to say, though on account of the eternality of the Glass Kathaha^ 
the word ‘‘ Kathaka’ is an eternal one, — yet it is a universally recognized 
fact that the word was applied as a name to the Vedic text, solely on 
account of the fact of that particular Text having been taught, pre- 
eminently, by the Teacher named ‘ KathaJ* And there is no doubt that 
it is not the Action that is tatight^ but the Verbal text ; and hence the name 
not applying to actions, it could not differentiate them. 

Sutra (13) : Even a single Action has diverse forms. 

Mere di:ffierenoe in such details as the number of Kapalas, cannot 
establish a di:fference between Actions ; because so long as there is 
absolutely no difference in the Kapala itself, that in its number is an 
insignificant detail. Hence we conclude that the two numbers — Eleven 
and Twelve — are optional alternative accessories with regard to the same 

“Inasmuch W the n^umbers are mentioned in the origina- 
“ tive Injunction of the'' AotibisfHMy' ‘c^nhoi > I taken , as ' optional 
“alternatives.” ^ ^ 

Reply : This is not quite pertinent ; because both thp numbers are 
found iu originative Injunctions, and both are equally authoritative (and 
as such equally capable of being taken as optional alternatives). 

As for the question as to ‘ how the Actions mentioned in two dis- 
tinct originative Injunctions can be taken as one only,’ — we will answer 
that in the following Siitras, 

% 

ISutra (14) ; The Injunction of the details pertain to the Science. 

As for the difference in the sacrificial details, several of these are 
mentioned in the various texts, simply, by way of showing all , that has to 
be learnt about the sacrifices, and npfe as laying down something to be 
actually carried into practice at the performance.]* . 5 . 

* This Sutra is omitted in the Benares edition of the Text, f 
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smra (15) : “ Then there wiU he a repetition as in the case of 
the Agneya.” 

This Sutra may h( 
argUHiGiit — tliat many r< _ 
or as explaining the repetition of the same^ 
the IgnSya ; the sense of the latter exr’ 
serves the distinct purpose 
incongruity in 


ken either as a reiteration of the Punapaksha 
itions of the same Action would he nseless,— 

- - 1 Action, as resemhling that of 

:planation being that the Eepetition 
of glorifying the Action (and as such there is 
it) (vide Sutra II— iii 29). 

As a matter of fact, however, there is no repetition 
is no difference in the method of declaration. 

L in the SUira serves to reject the explanation just 

second interpretation of the foregoing Sutra. And the 
is rejection is that a Bepetition is taken as serving other 
iS only under two conditions : vu. (1) when the Repetition 
other mention of the Action only, and (2) when there are 
)f Injunction, in a single sentence. In the case in question, 
s of these two conditions are present ; because we find that 
n is one of the Primary Action itself together with all its 
icednre, etc. This is what the BhSshya understands by the 
amvogavigBsha ’ in the Sutra. 

Sutra is capable of .also another interpretation, as follows : 
of fact, there iS no Repetition in the case in question ; because 
is known as a ‘ Repetition ’ of the other, only when both 
text of the same Bescension ; while in the case m <l’^esti<m, 
the mention of the Action is found in distinct Texts of the 
and that too only moe in each text, 
rdance with the law spoken of before, that one man can read 

.I *r4 /-wvi/a -rKTloo Tisi.a of "fell© rnGD" 
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them that the Agnihoira is originally spoken of, and those found in the 
rest aTe mere repetitions. To this effect it has been declared elsewhere : 
* Inasmuch as all Rescensions have a simultaneous existence, no one of 
them can he looked upon as a repetition of the other ; specially as there 
is no order of sequence in which the various Rescensions are to be studied, 
as there is in the study of the various portions of a single Bescension. ’ 

Consequently, even in the case of the mention of an Action in a single 
text, if that very mention (of the same text) happens to be repeated at 
another time, for the sake of another person, such mention is not taken 
to be a mere useless repetition, — and the reason for this is that the 
persons addressed are different in the two cases ; so would it also be in 
the case of the mention of the Action in various texts. 

Ohjeption: ‘‘ Inasmuch as the Text of a single Bescension is quite 
“ enough for explaining things to all men, those of the other Bescensions 
“ are absolutely useless.” 

Ue^ply : They are not useless ; because no person studies the texts 
of any two Bescensions ; and the mere fact of one text having explained 
things to one person does not make it useless for others. If, however, 
what you mean is that even the professors of other Bescensions should learn 
things from that same Text which serves the purposes of another person, 
— then, all that we can say in reply is that that would be wholly incom- 
patible with the regulations regarding the study of the various Bescensional 
texts, that have continued from time immemorial ; and consequently it 
would never do for all men to study a single text, rejecting all others as 
useless. And then again, it would never do for a Brahmana to reject his 
own traditional Bescensional Text, by which bis own Brahmanical class 
is named, in favour of a foreign Bescension) specially when the labour 
involved in the study of both is exactly the same. Consequently, as the 
studying of other Bescensions would by no means lighten his labours, he 
should study his own traditional text. And it has already been shown that 
the Veda does not deserve the taunt of containing useless repetitions. 

" The Sutra after this somehow or other escaped the notice of the 
Author of the BhG^shya ; and that Sutra is—' 


Satra (16A) : Because of the uou-iuherence of texts. 

The sense of this Sutra is that the texts of two Bescensions can 
never be retained in the mind of the same person. 


Sutra (17) : Because of the non-proximity of the purpose. 

The various texts are known as the' ‘ Branches * of the^, Veda-tn 
simply on account of their containing certain points of the sahae kind- 
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in the shape of Actions, just like the many branches, of the same 

■'tree. ■ 

That is to say, if tlie Aofciou mentioned in the various Bescensional 
Texts differed from one another, then, inasmuch, as the very roots (Actions) 
would be distinct, on account of the fact of the dowers and fruits — in the 
shape of the results of Actions — ^being different from the very beginning, 
we would speak of the texts as * distinct Y edas, ’ and not as ‘ distinct Be- 
seensions^ (or Branches). On the other hand, when the roots — in the shape 
of Actions — and the stems — in the shape of Injunctions — are the same, the 
only difference would be in the details of procedure, etc., which would be 
the difference in the number of fruits and flowers on the various branches 
of the tree ; and as such from the similarity of the tree, it is only right that 
the different texts should be spoken of as so many different ‘ Branches ’ 
(Eescensions). "IS 

The siltra may also be taken as meeting the aforesaid objection with 
regard to Repetition. The sense would then be that, we take that to be a 
case of Repetition, where what has been spoken of once is approximate to 
the same man to whom it had been previously addressed. In the case in 
question, however, we find that that which is mentioned in one text is not 
approximate to the person professing a different Text. 

Sutra (18) : The Action (in one text) is net enjomedfor one (class 
of Brahmane) only. 

This sUtra takes it for granted that the Actions are different. The 
sense of the sUtra is that even when the Actions differ in their accessory 
details, those subsidiary accessories, that are mentioned along with the 
original Injunctive sentence, being laid down only as with reference to 
the A gnihofra, etc., come to be recognized as meant for all persons (professing 
all Texts), and as such, to be necessarily procured ; and hence it follows 
that in matters of subsidiary accessories, we should not rest contented 
with our own particular text, Nor do we find a single author of the 
Kalpasutras confining himself within his own particular Rescension ; and 
for this reason also, we cannot ascertain all the details of any sacrifice 
from out of one particular text only. 

This as regards subsidiaries; as regards the Primaries also, inasmuch 
as the names of Actions ( * hdihaka * and the like) are not capable of 
specifying the sacrifices as one professing any particular Rescension, the 
Injunctions of these Primaries (in whatever text) must be taken as laying 
down these Actions for all who may be desirous (of obtaining tbe result 
following from those actions) ; and hence the Actions mentioned in all the 
texts appear before each one of the performers. Then, inasmuch as all 
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tliese (Agnihotras for instance,) lead to the same result, they could 
be performed conjointly; and the result having been accomplis 
means of anyone of these, all the rest would become useless. If i 
explained as serving the purpose of optional allternatives,— then it tv 
far more reasonable to accept the Texts themselves as optional £ 


samapti ^ may 


XX xne sacnnces i^Agmfiotra, t.i.) mentioned in various texts were dis- 
tinct actions, then each of them would be completed, just as it would 
happen to be mentioned in its own text, and then we could not have such 
assertie^ as ^ Our Agnihotra sacrifice does not end here ’ (this could be 
possible only when the speaker recognized the Agnihotra that is being per- 
formed to be the same as that mentioned in his own text) . “ The Anvarohas 
are the mantras in connenction with the sthalaro%ana, and it is with these 
that the sacrifice is finished by the professors of the Maitrayan! Rescen- 
sion j but our sacrifice does not end there ; — such assertions of the h arners 
of Yeda distinctly show that even students—apart from the sacrificers— 
recognise the Actions to be the same. 


Siitra (20) i Even when the Action is one and the same, the mention 
of (1) Deprecation, (2) Incapability, and (3) Completion is 
ftuite explicable. 

(1) AH that the mutual deprecatiou of the ofiering being made 
before and after sunrise would show would be that the two times are 
optional alternatives. Even according to your theory, you admit the Re- 
sults of such offerings to be alternatives. 

(2) Similarly, as for the Incapability or Capability of Persons, it 
varies with each individual ; and it is equally uncertain, with regard to 
the Details laid down in all texts, as well as with regard to those men- 
tioned in one text only (^'.e., there are men who are quite capable of 
duly carrying out all the minute details mentioned in all the various Texts, 
while there are others that are not capable of performing even those 
mentioned in one Text only) ; and after all there is not much diffex’ence 
between the details mentioned in the various texts. 

Some people, with a view to simplification, explain the sufra thus : It 
is only those Injunctions of the other texts that are syntactically connected 
with the original Injunction which are taken as common to all men ; while 
those that are only related by the Context, could Be taken as pertaining to the 
professors of each distinct text. Because the Injunctions laying down the 
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same Action come to Tbe taken by men as optional alternatives ; wMle that 
whicli is simply mentioned in proximity to the sacrifice is taken up by tbe 
Context. That is to say, when several texts are taken as optional alterna- 
tives, that text which lays down the Primary Action for the man seeking after 
results, — it is the method of that sacrifice that extends over that Text, and 
not to other texts. Thus then the accessories mentioned in other texts are 
not wanted in the method of that Action ; and as such not being referred 
to by the final Recapitulating Injunction, they do not become subsidiaries 
to that Action ; and consequently they are not performed along with it. 
And then, inasmuch as those connected with the original Injunction are 
-very few, every performer will have the capability of taking the perform- 
ance of these latter along with the Action. 

But this explanation does not appear to be quite proper. Because 
when a subsidiary has been found to belong to an Action ment^ned in 
another text, if it happens to be of use in another action also, what is 
there that would stop it from pertaining to it ? 

That is to say, the Context of each Veda lays down certain duties for 
.man; and certainly these do not lose all their authority for those who 
profess other Vedas. The same may be said with regard to the different 
Rescensional Texts also. All Details are known as qualifying or belong- 
ing to Actions, and when the same Action is found to be mentioned in 
another text also, why should not the details belong to that also ? Even 
though the forms of the Contexts may be different, yet it is always 
ascertained that the details mentioned in this Context are taken up also by 
the same action mentioned in another text ; and as such there is no 
difference, on the score of applicability, between the details mentioned in 
the same Context, and those mentioned elsewhere. And then inasmuch 
as the excess of Injunctions is not measured by the number of Rescensional 
Texts, it would not involve any very great effort to perform the details 
mentioned in all texts ; and as such, there can be no Incapability in this. 

(3) As for the declaration of completion, or otherwise, that depends 
upon what the speaker may have learnt, and hence that does not establish 
a difference between Actions, 

Sutra (21) : Then, as for the mention of the occasion for 
Expiatory Rites— 

This may be taken as recalling the argument urged above (that we 
find one text laying down Expiatory Rites for the offering of the morning 
Libation before sunrise, while another text lays down such Rites for the 
offering of the same after sunrise) ; or it may be taken as meeting, 
in general terms, that objection. 
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SMra (22) : the application of the Expiatory Bites would be 
controlled in accordance with the method started with. 

In all cases of alternative procedure, one can start -with his perform- 
ance, distinctly in accordance with one method of procedure only ; and h enee, 
if subsequently he happens to leave off the details of that method, and 
takes up those of another, he commits a distinctly wrongful infringement ; 
and therey renders himself liable to Expiatory Bites ; and thus the 
mere mention of Expiatory Rites does not necessarily show that any, or 
both, methods is objectionable or inacceptable by any performer, 

Sutra (23) : Inasmuch as the completion depends upon what 
has gouQ beforO) we accept it in accordance with our own 
KriQwledge. 

We have shown under Sutra (19), that the mention of completion is 
compatible with both the unity and diversity of Actions. But, inasmuch 
as the assertion of completion is always in accordance with what the 
speaker might know, it serves to establish the unity of actions ; and the 
reason for that assertion is that it is regulated by what has been done 
before in tbe beginning. 

Or, the mtra might mean that, inasmuch as all verbal usage 
depends upon its previous acceptance by people, we could conclude that 
the ‘ Completion ’ spoken of is like what we actually find to be. And as 
for this_ we often find that even when the Action has not been completed, 
as soon as the details mentioned in one test have all been performed, the 
professors erf that teit declare ‘ Our this sacrifice ends here ’ ; and hence 

there is no meompatibility in this assertion (with our theory), . ■ 

SUtra (24) : The indicative words are equally applicable to both 
of us-(l) because the mention (of the Jyotishtoma as the very 
first to be performed) pertains to aU (Rescensions) ; nor does 
the text enjoin another Jyotishtoma ; therefore the Dvadacaha 
would come to be called ‘ahara.’ ^ 

The presence of the uninitiated sacrifioers at the BvUAafmut is equally 
incongruous, for both of us. Because what the TSn^aJea lays down is the 
fact of the JyotisUoma mentioned in all tennis being "always the first to be 
performed. Nor does the TUndaha . enjoin a distinct Jyotishtoma of its 
own with regardto which alone it wpnW lay down that restriction. Thus 

then, the restriction applying to the .tayawg*® also, and hence the said 

incongruity being found to be present, in both theories, both of us should 
explain the clause in question as mining that ‘ if the sacrifioers happen 
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to be iniidated or not initiated for the BvMagahaJ And bence on this 
point, there is no difference between our theories. 

SHtra (25) : (The measuring of the Vedi) not being enjoined with 
regard to any substance, the injunctions would be indefinite ; 
while when it is pointed out, they become defined ; and hence 
it would be taken as an everlasting description. 

It has been argaed above {BMsJiya, p. 199, line 8, et seq.) that 
there could be no mention of the measnring of the Paksha and the Vedi 
(if the Action were the same). And to this we make the following 

Even in accordance with the other theory, it is not possible for the 
measnring of the PaJcsha and the VBdt, etc., because what the sentence in 
question does is to eulogise the presence of a single sacrificial post, in 
the absence of the Bkadaginu 

That is to say, the sentence ‘ yat ^nksTiasammiiam^ etc' appears in 
the wake of the Injunction ^ there is but one post, and eleven animals ’ ; 
and it means that, as at the BMdagini, there would be a deal of trouble, if 
any of the two measures mentioned were accepted, it is far better to have 
only one post. And as for the ‘ measuring by the pahsho^y as it is on© that 
has never been enjoined, it must be taken as always appearing as a mere 
Description; and the Injnnction of the measuring by the Vedz also only 
serves a»s a praise, showing the superior excellences of a . single sacrificial 
Post. And as for the measuring by the ‘ eyes ’ of the chariot, it would be 
done at that sacrifice, in connection with which the JBTcddaginl is laid down ; 
and as such there would be no incompatibility. In the case in question, 
however, the * measuring hy the YBdi^ appears as the object of Injunction, 
by means of Praise ; and as such we cannot very well take it as eulo- 
gising anything else. Consequently it must he concluded that the ‘ measur- 
ing by the paksha^ ’ which is not enjoined, is a mere description, for the sake 
of praising the ‘ measuring by the Vedl.^ And as, in regard to the Agni 
sacrifice, this ‘ measuring hy the Vedi ’ would be the most authoritative, on 
account of its being mentioned in the same Context, — the Injunction 
of tbe * measuring by the eyes of the chariot,’ being thus freed from the 
Primary Agni sacrifice, would betake itself to its subsidiaries. 

The mtra may be taken as follows : If the ‘ measuring with Vedi ’ 
were not laid down with regard to a substance, then there would be no 
restriotion with regard to the ‘ measuring hy the paJcsha,^ etc., all of 
wMcb would be (equally) implied ; and that would be set aside by the 
direct mention of the * measuring by the eyes of the chariot.’ In tbe case 
in question, however, it is not so:; and hence there is no contradiction. 
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Sutra (26) : On account of the Iigunction and the Prohibition, the 
excess would be optional. 

One text lays down the holding of the sho^agt at the AUratra ; 
while another prohibits it ; and hence its holding or not holding being 
both optional, when it is not held, there would be an excess of two 
hymns only ; when however it is held, the excess comes to be three, 
because in this latter case, there are two Bik Verses added to the group of 
twenty-one, and in this way we do not find any contradiction between the 
texts concerned. 

Sutra (27) : In the Sarasvata, on account of the prohibition^ 
we would take the sentence with the conditional ‘ if.* 

As in regard to the Sarasvata sacrifice, just as in the case of the 
DmdagcLha shown above, the previous performance of the Jyotishtoma 
would be found necessary for both of us (disputants), both of us should 
explain the sentence concerned as follows : ‘If, in the case of the perfor- 
mancefalling in the bright fortnight of the month ending with Paurnamasi, 
the sacrificers happen to be PuroMgw^ ihen they should fast; whereas if, 
in the case of the performance falling within the dark fortnight ending 
with Am^v^sydj the sacrificers happen to he 8 anndyyins^ they should remove 
the calves.’ And in this way, we find that the mention of di:Serent 
‘ sacrifi-cers {Ptiro^dgins tmd Sdnnayyins) ’ indicates the diferent times of 
the performance, and as such there is no incompatibility. 

'Sutra (26) : As for the contradictions involved in regard to the 

The Mm may be taken as ^^ealling a previous argument of the 
Furm;paJcshaf or as embodying its refiffeation, in general terms. 

Sutra (29) : the repetition would serve the purpose of showing 
another accessory. 

The repetition of the ^ Bfhat * and the Bathantara * could he 
explained as serving the purpose of restricting the number. 

that, the idea in all Texts ie of 
,one and the S'fime AotieE"^,:^ , .. . 1 * > . 

We find that the Veda, speaking of the Moma in reference to the 
PraySja laid < down in another B^censional text, lays down the mantm 

* etc./' of a diffwent text, as to be employed in the 

* Ag'madana ’ (catching hold of tE^ftone) i: and this distinctly shows that 
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the Action, though spoken of in various texts, is firmly believed to 
one and tlie same. 

smra (31) : Objection : “ Because of there being distinct -oi-dc 
“ of procedure, mentioned in each text, the injunction in eac. 

“ text -would be taken as distinct from those in others.” 

“ That is to say, the Injunction in each Text would be distinct by itself ; 
“as thus alone could we be saved from the anomaly of having' diverse; 

“ orders of procedure with regard to actions mentioned m our own text; 

“ and thus also would the extent of these actions not become any other 
“ than that specified in the same text.” 


Sutra (32) : Reply : There is no connection with contradictory 
processes ; the Action is taken as one and the same *, hence all 
Injunctions connected with that Action must be taken as 
affording the idea of that Action alone. 

That all actions are one is shown by Syntactical Oonnection ; while the 
difference in the order of procedure would, at best, be pointed out by the , 
order in which they happen to be mentioned ; and as a rule Syntactical 
Connection is always more authoritative than mere Order. Because, as a 
matter of fact, we find that such details as aa;e mentioned evep m the 
Smrtis are not rejected by any considerations of Order, Time or Extent ; 
and then, how could it be, that that which is pointed out by the Syntacti- 
cal Connection of Vedic texts would be rejected by any such considera- 

^^'^Ohieetion : “ If this is all that the sUtra means, then this has already 
“ been explained before, under SUtra I-iii-7 ; and as such there was no 

“ need of repeating it here. x -x 

Beolv ■ It is no repetition ; because what is said m the present sutra 
has been said for the first tipie (in theSatras)^, On ilie previous occasion 
it was only an argument that was explained, while what the present sutra 
does is to lay down the conclusion arrived at through that argument ; and 

snch thete is no repetition. , _ , . , , 

Thus then, we conclude that the Action mentioned m each Res^n- 
sional text being distinctly recognized as the same, we can^.t take each of 
these as a distinct Action. And it has also been shown that there is no 
seventh means of differentiating actions, except those that have been ex- 
plained above, which afford all the means for the necessary differentiation 

of Actions. ' ‘ if t ’ 






Thus ends the Fourth Fma ot Adhtaya ii. 






'wm 



